


Institutional Archive of the Naval Postgraduate School 





Calhoun: The NPS Institutional Archive 
DSpace Repository 


Theses and Dissertations 1. Thesis and Dissertation Collection, all items 


1975 


An application of content analysis to 
determine congressional behavior in relation 
to the defense budget 


Camp, Robert Thomas 


http://ndl.handle.net/10945/20756 


This publication is a work of the U.S. Government as defined in Title 17, United 
States Code, Section 101. Copyright protection is not available for this work in the 
United States. 


Downloaded from NPS Archive: Calhoun 


Calhoun is the Naval Postgraduate School's public access digital repository for 
| (8 D U DLEY research materials and institutional publications created by the NPS community. 
«ist sia Calhoun is named for Professor of Mathematics Guy K. Calhoun, NPS's first 


NY KNOX appointed — and published -- scholarly author. 

ia) LIBRARY Dudley Knox Library / Naval Postgraduate School 

411 Dyer Road / 1 University Circle 
Monterey, California USA 93943 





http://www.nps.edu/library 



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































beh hy 
Se en: lon VELA Bs A) Pee ee me TTT wea Ra ae Sila eh ow 5 ates 
; ee BTN AS at Rs "e santas at eee “veh fanaa: ; 
ry 2 Nay PH a) be Deets Og her y yas duty BV ibe hd at sis ics cps 
1a oF a Upp "on we at eV9 Baek, gn a) ih teh wee eae aaa us a Pik? ge “Nt aa Nie ath nn ich Wh geeks SAT Yon 
or 9 Fey Beet oN ee y wpeergta oh: yy ee aime ¥ (ean shy At vit Aa fit sod eie 0 SiR ob Ait Disha iH a ne a ie aes hain al mie 
, ‘+ ay pte ty Veg 04 Gor? We we r Pech Py fH A NSA pe Sh WAZ O. sie ee woah wre val K na “ ti “p eh % ae . ane VGN. aes wats 26 bee Se 
Lo 9 = nee wy Pe War ae A FE ta Av vans @. CER Meat tthe ey LA Sey ne er we on saan wie Re ian AANA S SREY Aas 
a | ‘ By se V9 SY UF tye gy 4) on A tye wa yay r&. . 4%, % é tt Deditee ats Bay. i ak > A cet v RNS p in iat Mverste ae a it “4 Ae Ht A Rubidy'actt, COPS @a% RED 
' fey athe) manish ae aie Warpee Hy Pane is ; rigs 'bM Regn id: wee ~ikyigt St aes : Andes i eka rear SANTA AH WC eRe tates, A 
opp Weg yg 'e tee 4 a yan: Fv Ue ey ' Je Ri evi r ne 0s phiTatyai : RGN ee i ai racy Re Se ay aves Gut Ere eh x 
1 eared Ty TL 4 ode A ‘ 4 | in ate ‘ ea p ed y a 
tou Pa UT ha tt Fr hy if me tee an Tepe ) i ' eu ie ne ts Hr Tes Vane Rea ah a ss SRN by nt anes ie SCAM i» ° 
ie oa oe & fy tht gk win 1 J ‘1 pet ‘te A’ eh 6 aa é 
C 7k ah 7a4 radia ey Ae ‘ RE a pe . io ae mits ing | neath nine ety ‘" Bath mal ati Nes o oe th Shes i Sais cs 
; at Cte fino ay, »* 4 Pa ton ‘ rey ny La isa isha a 1 ath . 4 Ww 
an 5 mei\ oe oa tae i ap ta” Saas ity ‘ abit Sah aM ann i Reva Rak 8 1 ASW ID USE ES wash gm DIO men ge Lod 
Day he Mis ake, de ee vvpl gs Libs deh Sof] Viged thy) 1 Rebeca ati ih Poipl Ay ehh ‘vi rib cn: wii, : SEAN Poa ton ne re tin "5 ie AS i oem etreretntat <a 
1) Hag ih Oe Po i eo | Eon Wie el ye phat Shh | "Nia 1 y7 boy ge hy UHH Bir ED i ithe bere 3 t4 hh a 43 ay) xi ta mn 5 ty yates 4f aa ee es pte AUC ron Let 
taf ‘ Te a 1 ties Se ie tS Pe CI ba OY Sat pi VE ey Re "fer t Ppa tes I VA) Ae Vain, 7 AS on ” is Aitbbs rine oh mp ve L oy ae Plat tla afl fe ; 
, ee ee ee | pig Tei ly ea tere tana, Se pb ghaty gens ye 4 ae Rg Py 1, O32 » Walnae, io i 9 te Is % an) si Pe a AH A of ay vis W nae whi te ee a re Lahti eset Seoee SAE 
reo hen (ean iM ' ‘ " ree adie hy ie ek { sais Eisd W RT TI bea Maa be a ha AL SoS big wy BV Amt tt: : ett Ada: ne Tate fat a.y ‘mS Sere intel Nie Ot tht] Sea 
voy on ts ee ie ae 3 os ee ia ET yeh LUE fe Hahei Win fa Mee ns td PPh ais Th i ea: 1 tay tk ihe ws i) Pacat br eat alts WR iieie 
' Cie ‘- ’ t ah ‘{ NY Oe an | tyra YT hans Vato se ben el an wat’ Br ry vt ye ee ee Le tin uDr coi be A rattye Ginn FBG an Mies eh Seva both) fe, Sy, eine Cider. 
I 12> « Shu 1 (Borg oy ‘ 1! Un on Ue Yee pea gl ah Bi qu “1 +d a ee Seta | iy Me "3 ete Hae) iat it a HWA ta barn arhng 8 aie ts atta ate pS Mima Ba Seas inf ty lays & 
ois By ’ 7 a Mer wD iy VAS aadthet. of gah on Mand VVSMIS Be NS Yay MS9 Mere nee Hlhd eR Alpe US oF GSN fis Nd sib inet Piped ee As rantinne ge wy vs Ce ead fis Ny Le My 95 TE UA Strath HIN C +H state pense F 
' ca _ . ps ee ef Rew pgraiu ra Vis Wy VALIsy: ‘i 19 he: et g TSAR hye ty yea wey sa a aa ied ees | fen at AW b he Manet, casting Wasa Basan itt Tua) aie} Felwngt ovis tenets Maco La PEAR AULA orion | Wey . 
ye Fears th Th Ante eg vee aeanhy aha! hai g ‘yal nes Pity bea Geel We KHON 7 ht Ay x Bley ty PMOL: 2AM DOR. tei > Bette agg Ane thetihe, yA tance To Eihtr Srp a riper as TER ee Maths a 
nee a's, oe, PS be oo Sa Sine ' i ket py Say (ee | tk Fo 4B rt) We. Tt Fa ih ox 4 A 44d. Pest : fe : wa ci AS ge Wek maaan YEN ts 1 tsa of Valltien ) 
yc - (OY ty @ ri tidy ve ans m1 Nt Deo cay Pa Ca an 5 ts f ia a a \ sits LAO Ped kitsineis pe h Reamipe aah snes bel Seek ta) Fae eens 1 be Mababund tf sis han SaNinsnc Van! Rhee 
Saath te ‘ 1 a "T92 ft gape le SAD AA kD Gyloly tw : vinta ga ane woe. ER ST are ET Sane ‘Maik abe apse EN pA reqenc bel Tesh Se AGT Wha teerks fan ce * 
3) SEA “11 tf " . porqali se Fy i uo . i! e ie RN ly Bos AT Wy eh dg © y hele eos chm Mt Het Raskin anf? Ioat V4 iy. Bes (ry VATE rath ee heh pe ia gah Seedy ise iy ay Bs poe LAR wd ES ets wh let, Bota dee, wo 
ae ee ny Fy dg t ‘ wy4 4 hyeia Se Oh eA “tay a > ; ita Fatbca ROR aM | Pe my ney AeA hry bi hy mes taf Uo Dale it sae Ln Pe Seah IM TSabaray ese) WATS E evel op 
F ¥ . bie ‘ a 7 a ya foo mt AASV ay Pines erat aig wind VY Attn Piss By RNC PT AS bean UA i 4 Si Tree fylbey ih fais et) ed 4. ee Wins ng % vances br Aeth Bedi aie. 4 Bere) Coelho thc ae: a ae 
F *, Aly eb otstad aly au Cay FUL LIN eS i CO sat be hk a8 ade ep Uist ges Muy h. via! Uhatlceie de ute ye Ve Hedy. fas ae May base rs ih fale Bway Ndi 4 aes yt et hk Aue: SiG Rida ete g 
*.! a ’ a, ab AUN t ! Bry i* ‘ a eT ie eh fea ait afel at eas ae teh? ae av ihitaty GAS a stm ae my any re 7 eat SOM ORES Age ana Lr i: ee i) Ps) ns a Hie hen mee Ma ahe haw 
= ‘ yi anya: Oot ween elefe ft 3 ae at al JS "4" gite ht ’ ¥ J * ts Datiancee uy NK, we repel’ wh ne z : a Pee) ch % 2 ; 
yyy 4a y ha e mare ey be tan Rady §ok'y w 4 ‘ rt Ha ase ‘i PY ei wey ee Wipelp O55 th ATTA Ona bei Hh ba jun dint swetheg thy Nuvian sean 9 ut a he Pi ren rs che Lint a eee sou et hea sate 
Ps GUE IO nd a Oe Wa : Dea tury stadt tit ie Ne dadsetige ty ets o 8 bead aig aia it wal ah ENN VAY My i ala nears in Se ae Lok rihanna ay LA ‘4 piney Sea iWhevat td 
ify BTN Get dy pi We win’ 2,08 PYF Aged wi aia TUS Ae SS NS my as! ‘i i ats AY = fo W PTAT Onset ia Daan 3.5 Biting Sina ba ta DAM HSB 0 ohe 42 Silk ty OW Piao Aska Renna ace DONA Powis tea amatc. « 
ry “4 “i S oah ap UP ay fo sa fly 4 Cd tall LD te NES Ves biel y nian Pan en) par) Mania! aif Ryuas eS ee Te} an “ Meat arth) a waite hehehe riety gees sts tae tis VBR he LOSE) ea 5S 
1 ee {qe ye Pe a4 Ne Pi eet ee ay re 1) Sh Has be 9 i dy ley nt eden iba Rob Nise ne foheune eh tinge a HA Tall vtatbs Laue ity Rotates iP AynemasS se keen tLe res ifebsie HATA, ein afc © Paton Ma Wing AS a ah tad é 
i ei. if v tthe ee > rr tn Wo Om Aas fled Wl Aytis iid Be 4: ey eine Baerga TALS eH, Js ayn ANSE Caigs ACen” hfe eds od Luin AAG dae Haines 0,4 FA ENE Mts 4a Kes Raid Bonen Ht ea eine said bah SARs Bea May A SAHRA 2 
ca Verh 6 (rae Vik Le SPS WAL aye) RG AVE 28 Hee eV Me a ak awe CN, Repth ada d Pe ted ety ae tides Deu theaehay en aaa ritenestd ite 708 VACA. CS Es eres arent Nea 2 
1) Acemiet ay 4 *y pat: VN WN aiken s wee" oD > Aceh Saab m3 Hane! Aas r ‘i! wen wae A.M S BN iy ee GON en SPP te 3 Mb aig RET ees Menai wigs pew ie She on eta SsbA aS Aromat raromy “% 
Te yea > sot He sr ye 4 tae Ae be acaty ae FAA cig A UINE Avtoagl ae ee ote AU ite) Sev Holl UK. Pele 4.44 eke * ; ae yanasie Seduniieeaarars Ou, Sich g leat as Eee, HAT art: & Bas tiie As Yeas ao eee 
or AIO Cue x P98 ema ee es ty be fe AS ve a7 as wh a ‘ tha, + td ° at ee ue 2) vp NOR Ribas WIR Galfe! Belge het ey ely salt ibs “+ ifhelps S tt At MAM baste Re AINA AEA Rh vine Wahi ptiel hati Dt te 
1 t a aL I CCC ae 1 rood aa Wala’ BA he Nice B, Pay.ack spit ah ae mie fed Mota AER TTaaiye WN Ry IMA! } tele ott WIN Ns hee ESS ee ged: } PAN aes woe he Setar veer > & 
aeeeh bod & ang gol gare gin SP pd? Wry ius! > thy ude, ails ty Mndte yA vein FLM ern 9 Misty fume + deh») Thy Word & rAd eek ech Se re A ne 2 AUAsd Je: seine Gerry we Ron oe sat 4, Shel Ledonta hye 
Pre FY Ae port at “nyt, “a Waits ve wrt MELEE ES 2A lena aah * Mite Bthes phy MI A fw lan FOREN VM Gs Ue as a cay ‘ginny? Stacy LB soipe Batidipe tes SP strate asta OR, ae BS 5 igeteh Us TEMES pied Peele aM Swras 
a ee La br LS a 7 yy {st 1. ay ' ate wu Ss" S10 SNe nthe 1 Seesaw SB a LeAbsal 90 014 Soe Be Neo STAAL Pa “USE GS, en BEAN Ie satan earn Se hy tng TWhis iinet AL MS 'Ce) ot sole ind 2 
T Ts stipes vere se ayy , AI Vesey atin a d Rg 8 Me ORNS SP RS hide De! Vii “He atthe ae he RY vet PI ol heat ah Tt eaisae oh WA, b> (hs Pale MiLGWAr eed. 24 s PR etaled ies ine ALORA Ain nee RE . lh @ 
' 5 my Vleet No ee ee sue ey PV ERED Syste baa 2 Bnads mabe tes Meo es stra aoate SAUNAS PIN Fett Aiden, © F.Auth we Fur S mg aly POM wie & ot babs 20 ine HAS a8 Le ebay he Se AWE ie He te ohne as. Wa Wapat anne: Paty 4 Sr onkieed 6 
' ‘ ’ Qj epee 2 4 Qh ea eed tA a shee, ON pads SS ts Hes ALE ALE Lib Oe eel teed Palpsiigid 7 vitheds feb in Biba! 5 eK iN WM SUA oy mS ee BT oben deter tere AL inca Adasneme aera ee ‘lie % B Mine talg Ma hc et 2 
‘ i . wat 1 aye = 8 Srp Ae as ed y j a. has pet eeeay oo ae Aan 2 PF a pbap Fenty y Ah dy Ph at a eal wpayi tatty fSe Ate. “Y Pehle eine By eh eS aMalbe nee aPC Ay TACIT 4, a cs aapeeiegta phir inthis Nis Lihap Geib ve Ys Pathe Sy AM ah het Ve 
F » | . ' weg Ale Me Ma ete ity tye at bb. hese a Na, EP tet THES A 09. 8 fhe Lida, © Gv? Ah ark genes Set Wee VP ode MRSS a5 lth f aie oi "Ds ade Vik dihietatien tab Le Fiat ing Bh gt 8 eked ty tore: ’ 
ety be . CAIN DD Papa ey Oh el Wr OT wt ea WUT te i Med thyin “ Ce wma f is x faginet w Oy as, a af Ttelts Y Lan POU Ga AR Rite oe e Mapet VIS tosh ar EP Gg fe. Royse: piled ee Rig erie sad 3 
A 1 4 eet 8 CPt tats. oy OF We woot nf tay Soa ah Ie egg Cha | WistY Ades 4 ti Phin is baud ss . » ty : au a Racha t AIM “fs BeAr oats: ene se %™% BP bea bes Aantatn rset hate Was ale rhsSna ey Sof vim Atha ha tatty © Tteher © 
5h a a 4 4 Cee Ce ee | yu yas S16 1 eB i) pete ‘a 4 is 1 f shalal ari Mes ae 5 “yy de Sah ait ot ae ie ghated PA aaae Fale Soka 8 yeAM, vacentiet es aim Yoel ier PAC Tela eating’ sah f 
Se) 1 4 "4 f {Perec wn 8 Gin: 1h Oe ao Ary "QAaleAg ahi “ie. Wi 1% & sea, Sarit he 9 EN me Ot be tafe ihe 7 LAA pe Feoatt gd Rite wah, Pet BEGAN 9 re 9 Ye PL 
iat ' bo bar gin ‘ ‘ SWAN We | gt ty Arg? Voldgien Coal Ths, BS. Ben, as BS alae CARA. $b att, whe lS a Mad ead thoy tea. qed Ltedale th alate hk 5,7 As cert ay & 
‘ ; Oe alia rar oF me | c+ GO sMjate * 7 Capea Ly al ACR e. BANG t RETO akan b. tel 4 pains Aah) oar BLA RATER it Sonu pa tabest RSS v 
Ys ary = ' oi aa 4 1 Deh vied 4) DIMAS Gat te ahi me Te Satse, aks. re NE et bine aff Pel aes pig oA Tn tae Seren Gy Thies ia ats a ieret en ca 
‘ eee ; ; F 1 iia bean. Aad ie, mie tal oh a coe te a Sac PATE’ & AvaSs. 4 pers he 1 Uae ee PRs Bel ay ACh Bes Aalerts Pee Re Le pe rag fle Biches rn ‘ 
1. F 1 Lye cia Sp dei ac peat Hit eet par oy ts + hay io Aeay ah | Be 4 sin’ Ag 2 yes Pare Dea ow Gi ite feroAXs newts Peete AK R Haitians Sere ercak abepTE SS pet shse ch WES Fehon satis Bo, Pelee: Gedy Aig Sotcies sf 
A F " A ty CHa 4 tas Wr a My SRE Gry ph y? ys 8 int, c% Tho'A OLS atincelaasha gh «inde Se nbgihe na on Pe giled. & oa. Be Ni Re a os ee er ae hasvas Micke eras tomes at a 
; ‘ rar eas ae yap ny | © 6 wey ate! ey “yi way ne Vie Avett on = A tt, yowine tyes, v Vrso da VOM, nate WEBS ined ghd oe: awa bine wee yeu Videge WAL Ohaceins nvtae 5 RE Ault. BoA, ARE < 
3 } r © 4 twa via ti 1 ht ow TA a) Cre 7 a 4a Wes oy Ms Ae Vb .! hips wha Aas HEPSEM TY 92 htm ge aly a) tosh” hs “She, balan pateset tin, Ma (Se0e aM PILAR ILS ah THa9tm SAF 
we tian 1 ert a hs setae %¥ wv a i | Ruge.s 2TH 8 Hs, i shh mt ats pi ‘ ug tail Ep AY AN rT! i A eet | AG ads ome fisut ae DU SABE on =: Vie a ie yale: eis fone ites bi uetact ae Eat caesehhe? * 
* ’ i a Oe? via bee A%  TWEOIVIGTE eres OD a ¢ 49. oar fd me ~ +3 t% diay aif eeh yeaa 33 dines 3 odie: AS Nate C2 @ Nedens “SlomAPS s€s tythadugiad & roe Tie By ibe tans ta he hy Bene MMe By + te Binet, @ 
1 ; Peleiowe Tie elt re ect Wik i 4 tol Den ray i JaeC| Wet Te Py a we. ci af, Vac re | L8G IO WP SE ae wy RTE ee AL uty AA q a etiey > m arr NA Pee ya nats AB. Aineh maken ss at ateist stat any « Nie os INEM Se erp sagt + 9 
LP eierpr i (hers catay ’ ‘oa ra Rents A 1 RA Ay WN 8 FU wee, Gt 8 thine Vial TEI ene Gpidage 1! in ay WA PD AWMAW Uyy s tl gee ae ARAMA Sate otha. Un Be tan Be git: Sa Frsitn, eS Mee ke a 
Fi Pe Vater. ac few €} »waae 4 ' 1 qe deere Wht oo . Me oof WS PPAR TECalt als Pow? yi" re sgh ore, St sad any ae MBAS 4 PRS cen, a "9d gue fet Bg! gy. “pt tye ab ae te tour devel eschated tobck§ Butte sctontins a its = fF 
con 6 vw 8 Tish Om yh ry Sale thy © seu g ye ay “ Nee : grit Ag Ub bow ee eeesay on Hay 4 ot 2 pers fie 344 GAaOE 8 Oe ~ os Md RAY hk) Rate ind Peng tS wai rite Angst “stel oN Pye Fade mencr EST eee a Way 
1 ' eet fecen OM 3 he a ae _ wn gat ¥# sea | petst Doe s-A 4i 0, Vali So Thue at Se tP1G% ARS ae, welds ENS 5 ms tio o™, BUS GS patos red. wank, Pow, as rs <i . ¢ Swiks “Was ans e V Whe MddesSsosghann cA bi phere 1 
: Fy loa vive 1. . 1 tse fe atte A omy het Th ar et 795 * , a t ‘¥ MAGI 4 Rel tewe hated 3 o.4y5. al fethe r) Ss Vag ye bos aah Renee’ Ba Be pued GCN Steg A oe ere sei Wi Nahae eng. Pett His, SE Darekar AR ta. TMS Wisin o 
ay 4 to. e864 oe SR” tes t + dent 46 As Ace etn) a ae | A VSebt. Fc J etn Set is ions WI vues, 58 + Shanti. cite tebe be SER Nets ats oe nS a 2e ONe tet sears hs aie saat ASAtas <p Lap aki, St Py . 
ies F = ae 1 4) é Sg. if 4 Pi i re Tig it — PAs 2eS de Ree ay Mad Hale fle Me S Nach "ag a Be VALI oe “yu ¢ ory eis er “a % Wt)! fe Aaie ue, eit iat Res whi Sst ans aches 2 
! as $39 te me @ WR «ek a 1 Mag, "Ay 3 day, y ok Bae Mey a tae Menen ey Me ee AS 2 OMe Swi Ce SCM Ss ts eae whe MALgn ab wet {04,, Pe A wry Sate 1 a a" he Sat A, PON apTbe GN gah w was. af whe Aha 8 AON ae c 
' ' e1 1 a at uss aa © f° ~hey & cae. © es eae i | OUR Ache c SY aE Me Ea ON eM et Bsar kn SANS $ ‘A ean MBAs ty mt Sas . iat WR. at Wop Py tah RA |! pas wet igh Sait w* 
. ‘ roe ’ Ds; 1 * ee nee $F ees 1 « ee gu at +a a WR oe ee f add Fy wert sgahn at S2b ew Mant tA tee 7 ante ithe tal re EG aN SSN He pestttel Bie, Bs 1A Late e MADAY Dyin he 2 SBS Pare ee et wink tr 4 Noe Pie 
; Tan ner . a ne | ee oS ea 1,4 = tars Se ee Ce aa RD rast. oe ele WIAbe CR PAL 4 Whe", wNRNIAG veh e Sn | ems Oot OR eos isteah, id fdocneye Mie Seth Sep yas peal Ragu ts a iki * 
. er wg ee | ’ 1¢ sme fuck UF > . shen ‘an erate e A 4 4. ‘ at. ty By mL 5 8 WH OMT eae TEs sca & GML AK fay Hy Ub rp tire? © A yrs ahs iy bs ae YW htgiae reMeans Sri Fevers ich PRM ook Mey f. pepe havc teri ache” 
a a . U4. ft rsd be $ tHe thy a, ‘ i) HY eT A ye, We Wein 1 4 ee SLR MOBS FUR Ot 8b mend Lipa Lae 0 ise 1 A TE oh ees, | bel ee S6 84 b weASy. h Montene bike n stun ae 1 i 
‘ fen 1 » ' “hayes e« "8 * ual . © anf ’ AH 4 ne “ARBEN CN a nS ye f sr MAP gg wd. V8S5. oe S wie Palo sate ~% «7 shies wey 7 103 we - $B Sagan. Onn Sorbent MAS os aes Be REWNS Cte ohh ge 
8 erat ot ee U UIT ws Jet yo. se oaty ia i8taqs whi, WeRisly Feb Wad ae ty k 4 wt ve Tits Aare Pt AND yan a 2 4K vial Bo ud PMN Vt ms Debs gSe® SPER tt ae Oe Sule bi St en Sievers ea ae SBAle 
: ‘ ae Pez 44. 4, wt + rh a Cal pede ayt ¢ t\ 4d A Hy mht as 4 ' we yt ee cot Wpalyy gh Jifrerat ds m Raia ap See ‘5 - a Me eee ee <oaeay re 454 she Pts ONo Oh a ae 
. ; ack eee Te a | =, & va e 7 leat ee sh: gia 4 sD WME ge fa o4 $ ' ‘ 4 ~ # ant } col Ato Met gh Gg a oh at 1 o®, athe - why § 4%! Hp MT ee, Paty, Nia ay Ane 1h nee tie 4 
5 Bra ork i Ta TL) it 1¢ ivan ao 4 ' + Md 1 alyaee 1 hye nS fo. gee & bat S ,Ktews.y, 1 S4acamy : ae seid, i ee ad hs Mercy eee fee, 3 t Le eae Pees aes ‘Te Alu ENE Pateta®s ivi, Rar: “hig int Mire ns, dy tea? 7 
. a rere ae ee Yo eer wo» SUSUME NEC tis ee Wy Tee - Lame 4oa" wg eet fw AN gg, M s & t > oR at . i stadt . ity ut Te al eee Se ae sb aey ow SE EGR ME Bale ate art Ls 4. ng WG Mt ag se ra tht bat 7 
a i = Sire spt coins Otis, oy ees wimsk ae a wy hs a Fi ot 1A] Fy ' stsA dd ' S are « Pay as 45 agile, | os 4 toe MS Be "icp esp * > AE oe Ss Sings 
. a ' ; ct ee ro i 4 Sa er —T91 . Say t aah fF yu aet. “ae eau Oo us «eet aay wed, “a | ee hale ghee, chee & 4 Rey 4 RR Ot » tif HBF Rad ee 
I ' ee ATA ete a FAs aad ‘ 19 rane te faust a if 7° ( Cy tie Nf ssi” ‘ ™ .a5 tron a tet WaT, | if oy ad, Sah RAC oh Sas AOE - 1s 
o. a8 = a uy ‘\e < e wast a 3 eh 8g 1 ete Sad ee ci. JeeNRE rf ven & shai aR 8 se See NK = ae sed te aha Sa es Sy GH a 2 
‘ is Hie Vr Maas 49 AD Seeey WHAT o bir, ‘ t 1 af se A ME Ra tha & ye . yess AAA er MOEN Seige ehe EN Eph Os 0 riety wei at 5 sabe. Hy Tues, le yeas tC 
: . i ib ts \ he ey , Os re Ome 4 v A i 4 pi, “Ep Bl a So Peng TM Mea Si on RA AY a 3 =i sc APE th % net set Cees: ‘ 
ar rien at % 5 awe ne as Vel 7, set yeu ron ry Sumy cin ae Pwr ; Rei ’ bi ej i a er vu — cee sd° Beh Pu « WS Eaiyn ee APS e eae ear mi wwihtss eter * “ 
' mt . Ve rt 4 + % a ‘ 1 Seterve . i 4 + i 1 Swen rg sl Syn. P| t me TY 4 «WN Pact Sa hee nmrgte 5 os SMV TS 
Oar) % ‘ .? Piet we : oe Ki us . ae ei 1 Ws Sous eh Y ski iw seh, ah fe Se inptts SE } * 7 SABA 8, ei ZN Sste 3 oh) AA Pe temas 
to 8 uougé y Let 4 " ‘ ' 24 Whee Oe tay ft ge . Ane 4 4 one : : Pim gat ty * 4 Telecare: ie fe 4 : &Rau Ws city FERED es ene idae , 
' © 3%) ” x ’ ' ‘s I ry ePeo-n Win 4 Ss aa “Qi, : sy sg' TA Salometi Sir SF AS Ta RS Seek BS Oat x 
. . | wha prbete a a a Waa of (vt? teat 4g yay Glan. oat Pui 3 = “os SGIIG ET okt pel Pedy Me Se « 
' in) = U Unt ui Cee oe tamer ‘ vf te ce a ie ae Aas ates Bea aa . Pet. 3ck& Aow 4. ars KE wy: i, re ey ' 
Sina I 0a 4; 4 4 oats, . bt se ey ea, ited ay So MM, ws PAs ayy. & wh 6s Ne tk Ay sire Rs ore thre ’ 
ar) oc, ha \ * . s 5 f ee Sip 2 Hkh ace pe tm Ey Mo Yersa 8 Wate it WHat a ot SOE Tek nt Ing . Oe wend pt cS Fle recs MirW a © Sae 
1 4 4 4 . ‘ 1 at q; mets sy , , ft AH 446 Ts s aMitE igictd genh — 4 ay 4 , Mw fs way tM ve WSEAS Pe wht Water oO} pest 6 
7 n Tier . ‘ PT {¥ w “ » 2 ~ tw CR & ¢ ON ws 2 ee RS te Po YAN ME my we “4 . stats Supe was eee tay Hote et ee 
’ as oA Gan t e Phi > ‘ o t » % a ee, emit | nl betty 1 =< °, See Web 8 Oe WA ME Sistas ee nf PAE ae ass © 7 ee 
' v1 - eT : v! 7 ' So # Abs lia § : ‘ i v5 Sf Se me NESW % + MS oh ats: pitp ent. att! he) ett fe Rebs aeeties 5 
‘ ® bal) ' 5) ele ‘ iin > a ‘ ' ‘ i a Py ey Nee a * cid, Ne ah 1p + SAS Ee calm, ¢ 
« ‘ a atr ‘ Io ne 1 1 i at p3hae ey 5 4 t r;% ow es, . - >. a a 8, ats < a ted 
: a ‘ . ‘ Sn a Sar i An + . it a a ' 4 wk, “ft ary, 74 aw eae ; 
‘ = 1 1 ‘ Pa i ' \ vi th Po ‘ KB = Vk 
Py t a su 4 . ty oil % * fe > 4 tr 5 ay : , wy ee 
‘ F 1° ' is ‘ 4. ar 1 eee 1% ME e$o00 ta vi aa “a i 
‘ 1 ' . ns of ‘ Us . ie ¥ a a 
ay YY a 1 ab # i “J W. ie * af ace ‘ H 4 ' i 
' vt i sel Yam, Sa i re “12 © ener rs ate ms 
f ' ‘ a hi WRT ee 8 oy Cs. »? Sea aA 
a4 4 . 1 a4 we Sqe ¥ 4! Ae, Fh tt ate ai, 2, 
4 i . ' y s 4 ee) a8 wb ey - is* ? ‘ aN 
\ ‘ ta ae ‘ : “ba 1 he at | ee ea. | 6.) ff 45 
8 : rows ‘a 4 a . NG ae ye re: reese 
‘ = . ‘ ‘ ; ws bi Fee is 13? 2 eh fers 44, 8 aes 
- a Mes = .AV ih OO 3 t t PY Mu Weg SRK ed 
4 ’ ’ Ch J . - . i 1 4 Sua ™ Ft 
' 1 , $ i ver SE Ge e 4 . ed . e Woe . bad ;-@ me 2S “35 a 
‘ 8 ae ' , ' 1 a? " » 4 nm v mee ws AS pian! <i “55 
. 4 z . * » frre a A — ‘ j i came $ ‘ ‘ sat. ,' + a 
ye 4 ‘ ' ny ww & ! . %" eee 
‘ . ns ’ 8 Dae | * = Y wf ; ms % . 7 H . cae. ve ie ‘ 
‘ a ‘ { 1b ‘ q 4 F @ are TES, 0 ono ah 
. 8 ‘ 4 t ‘ ’ r) Ru 1 eS ee ae | of d A ; ; 1f9 HyRESeai, 
’ . . ¢ : a5 &e \a 4 ‘ oa ee + 
7 st % a tes ’ % ae 1 wie « eats = Chita 
e i : a Ta | 1s ts ‘ ure = im aoe m4 fe é 
‘ t ’ ‘ U + « 4 UI i A Lae att ' *¥¢ we es 
2 ‘ ri . a7 Eg Vas re 8 
me is F) Tee wee} 5 1 - SN PR uP eteads.. 
0 = Std ° =F » "9 ee ly A | ? a A al 
¢ ty, ‘ 8 £ a | © 7 BN? f t. ike Bos Fe Pu in 
' “a f i g t 2'y h & 
a +e rf 24 A 2 i . wa meet. fh oom “(7s “eee Je 
. . . 5S wns iY Pi ] . io wal oe . a . 4 
I us { ss ¢ . ié rs $i 7 Use bb (Ae git 7 
a eae ti vt a | ‘ t : 5 we 7 
: ' a ted aet ea: ian OF 
; . # 37 " . a dy fide ee SS ; 
be % ? ttyt a? JS) Te iy, wv a ¢ yea 4 ee « Ve, abetsry 44 meee at 
© a wt I we | + J " ’ wee 5 
t a Se + ee 4 9 i whe date, 
i 4 . ge Cy 7 A" 4 " . t 4 1 f : 
: : s! f eo A a mcr Geen Oo. ie 
' ‘ a “ s em 1 : : Cae eg vin 4 
% ‘ 4 t ae bel 4} ‘ © seueg yy 4 Ang shed eu re ot Rey 2 3 wa 
"qs? t . i ay # i lal? Mt days ig-y- aes nt 8% se : ete Less 
. i , é Oe es Sr Poe eagy s FAP = 2.) . ig fee 1S. Fy fr ats i rs ox 77 1 APRN A Ag" ag 
¢ . ¢ !. a : 1@ acy " as uty & tet! i‘. a) «f snes 1 133. rye fe le el 5, MF tye 7 
: F > he : 1 ’ Caan eta a . my Qo °? re] 1 1 as ", ¥ F pt se Y& iP avigdte ete Per itigs” bg “TF AS eicge a 
, R . a ‘ ' ® at 4} Jan "% A; 5 a att a +o aot _*.! id ie eel C8 Otdre ai A fe 3 
. ’ ? iy rr r “«" ce ee eal ink ie) 6 a ayer? « te bed al 3 ‘en ¢ —_ aad? § > gt t q od bo “rh a 
t 6 ee ae Te Se | . - oy. ‘alp 5 Wi 14a a thge ert . a own ute era dl wetter “. $ 
' : ef red : ow bg ay 4 25% Ry 9 a4 Wm feet, Se, 25 « ay F 
’ ; ’ a , dive "E3t fe ee ke, . ¥ mp ate 2 wr be 2 a Ys; aya Payer” + wey do rast: Pep 
F \ ) ine) ee i ‘ > # 17 Eepe "y4.5 4 prt sges te eins aa : Pm ll Rh Ae ne SPS $28 mo re 
r oo « L «t 5 t Pts Gere ce Sep ast MA pte d are 4 he yas FRX CH “td iad hee ef ang read dow fhe oe <n 
‘ { Asp oxy ! ae phe Pus Por ae og a A af BF ee eae beet nw ApS oes sh hgts reg St sy 
t - : 0 Te woh MOR og a. iF Fee e : “5 4 PA Ne eg we Ape tinies 6 05 HG BEA eared ante ag? MirG 7 3 
a Per ‘fr lgibgeeeg ery ha ehese & seta ‘we Gxt fon oe olay priye yak | ¢ SSfE EEE a v0 ew Fed hae Preah 5: Peeps 
° Mae. 7s al 7 es i Pes 2 #5 Vy (Le 8 RM ee ay aps 4 eerer ae (eaepig eile Bee 
t ee 1: ra ‘ va e] p 1) ° i >. " * e$ ; peux, . i ig t rhe ae - : "45%. rm - i= L vee eat 4 tp}. « 
Lay ea ' 1 ry) an : ike a ate 7 idiad ate, . wer Pi } ite! - = af b @ Ve if Sal re ‘ ci me zr he Li ames ¢2ty bk Tye ok ae z a 4 
: \ 1 94 fe ey : Age 1. Oe Pee, 3 2 e8s Ube ta, i r ¢ 3 “eae to Cai kr fl an Bae Itong eh. Su 1M 4 filed aelereatAemt seni et 
: ' P ‘ @iey é a r % oF ror ~ 2 hh, fr # ree ¥ oy r Pa Fist: 3 uy.) fa@ tAi8 * ak Paz Fe ed aay oie 
zs 4 Oo o4 - 19 eS ye Ne WP 7F oy * af? Bony vie ’ by BE Na 3 tart i dese Spent ye oa , i pe Re bbb 4d ese iecsen #20" reat eee Bp 5) thy bey euek senveie tine ‘ete 
‘ Fee ibe A gc WEES oes ea ed viel ae AE Daa) bie as r tase FSU Teg? ing eae ra tee Be gate get ir Sp + sade ii digs bala ies an LA 2 
‘ % ae? 0 Su gin Mt tepetnns,  F ot Hen watt Fah Lo ME Ir ee oe es q ae AN SET ORE Pate a re f a Fike be 2 ate enn rare Jpn tee oh SateaE Anas retake 
i i é .° ‘ 4 ‘ ' 4 @ ; ’ os iv: av f a? bt, PR k os Avs Gi Hiss Bale Pg NE bE WEL LET $2 Pi ea Anant 5) 
y 4 ; G0 kth peng 2 stfu, SU MEG DHL cts .. a «tat e a4 bt Sener) eat are a wrist! te we s  peesretae Oe as sek ab ee hag gent ots wv A idaho eaneg ey BN 
I " Ces: a a Eee. Vader y ¢ i i, s 1% we Yh Ay nT wd « 4 et, “ee ft Pid a ce" RR peg te i Zeke sige 
‘ { ‘ Bw a ae | pS eet ts . ” 4 hip, tg: . be % a t iy spate ren he Le ting oy; tenis Mi mn bee 448 pared we a oy ee pan "8 "2 rerandigevsy, inns eet 
’ { ; Pepe 8s pM: 7 7 0 11%: t hve vi 43,90 ty ats Sees: yes, ees Hay Ole aterys I $yfe4 O ph bee ats LNa~EE? B Reet agra & ads, Cores ny 
a ; dem oy, e ced ay ie Pula A us & fy ue unt BY 4 440 rast fan! st ie bery: we boy eae "EH ed. Pines aati 
rey ve A 1. Bt oer a "ey | hd os rd Vi as: oA ghar *y i OS att? a * i s ig Maeda hede “* ce We OR! day © gt tft ma | 
ss t eo 0% oe u ¢ yeep Vee yt ee se , 2; yy iy apelp rag dymreed! res v. We idds  & we te we 0 Ss re aun He ers mayo: Prrctanegian gp Pte tuitions wseragss! ringed 
‘ t t J u } F 134 ¢e ' oy, 1408 ge it gang: et el 69 oc ae rage 2} en tae yale Shp brah [sre ' ‘45-5 spree oT hp Bor beyieu yee £4 bP hy a wey had Bd sd tee DLP cen d 3 tes ee 
, ves fs on @ pane $ Gages E & ay Ate, Comayattyy = 1, 3 re #8 cA ee eins £¢ ir ite if sme spp poate $e gens ie 3g WA Benger: iP a8 oe eee rqrsisy #8 SF posi 
pe fuiw sin & t sjlee Mae $y 3 hy. Caf ey iy wif ih Ae? We Hebel 4 cies 4 Lia BMA eseelny Ghisy ey eehber i swaleg DHE uy LS te rd Le phd ad Der ot TT aa 
’ a trey : y be gor gh os I, als Acree tt ate vote 4a Hap gf ae | aw 7.8 ay ig PT fares sy ty = it tae Fs % Rig ‘a iia in ri Ras FS Rea oy On ane rH H om earaotianes Gre joonries 
> oF ADS Bleak J. aabie AG 4 iy sal Pre pee at Fae 619A $s eas } a vive preys Tes Ngan # otis f ae? zn» SEI SORES Ste By eR eels A eee este vey x} ste $60, 
1 oe LL Ce ys ee Ee ee 2, , 4 pay ad ah FIA ody poe Aine ot vated Nhe ty ida aby 4 Pigless ae ng Fd am 148 ge Ve its weepnem * mae tat ‘iielo'd best ria ae Ps paoee ais ir 
| : / Ve Wes Lf 2 ay if Uae pr a ad iB F sere 4a fy, a of Ps ssrvond re eter | ‘ai: ay gh: tage p “h acuieh oye yy ar eT es Se veda long pigs, Ate Sa, ¢ ey fire rp tha nhs Phoete ey Der 
e Pe J ee P ' teh wi Tit 8 bey at Ry oe “1d AM! a) ot hee MO IEF gui * he oe ia SOM awe pues sige ft BA be Fao i bah do ta) = * ty eyeses Sys bari bes ae ee ues Pn Go enese 
i ews CY bes i oT) i , Py éa's. Thy fy Pdi me ane eye i *y & cyte if eg ees “a shaligh a onto " wo We hs aya AS GEE steegs ba ths St Oe Areas ace 
1% 1¢ 54 5 dress veg, oy a 7? ‘ a) Qu ge ign ae ‘alee i? fee. 03 Ay TE, ys yn tage er & of bale “ ay ag ati ad iy, 39% 3 ony Deyn ood yh wer ie dey jie j Ay aim, 
t eer ‘ ' i bye ee ee’ Wey Me oP laggy Aas 4 bet EY pang ib 15 FEN Oh alas pies Pee ey ARO sL, bad Aes Ye say sna wa 
1 yy 7 tidy * oy a ae th OM; ivi * ‘ + “hoo wad AF uy "4 if oe ft Fide a Pad A pret 12 © heecgsys C294 Batty raya ty ah see ¢ OT vey ce Jerwsye ; tobe Ra 
} ’ oR Mae 1 Ut ae .2 LC, By . aa SDevety Vinal Hd are hee Tews coer 5 Pe Sw § Art MASa Go 4a Sia geg oe, 3°45 ype wy tise. ts Why ¢: nbs 
a oan ? o89 928. wom woe We ‘ 4 1% ne a is Hast eo a a fy. dad ae OA, 4, ¢ ata Wee rae ees Oe Ae be ao Yay j$rPasts yi & DR, has bso rtd 
: ae Teen t 2 Ch ee * ay ss i saen rei jhe | f deere ees SMe Ay ads ie, Da 7 Gian ie deat “th : ies be ete an pans 
aie fg & bd» re! ; | Rep poe eS stews * a pases dA 1 fpr ". at. : a“ Eee, “Bea poy ge $48.09 eid eanoegry nam emde ita! bay; By 54 Te wage de erenievee . 
U 41 bs. 4 to? 1M oy ong . e 4 rr fe Hie pea 4H, 442 A idiprg, eit ? 4, eeyry. Zee Het ad or ad fh ered i) Lb As. remiberaeyi ne NR Re Bata ae He pons! 
i ‘ ary ates ‘ ts : ( * satp wie eat! a inh. ahi oe yan 1f, a ialell EE Pwd Tet age y fe! Plus tetbey ee) te gege gen pan A os, oF ah oonitoen 82 <gsks pe prign id tit Ri it pr a t=. 
2 tanh ops he @ , tfny e aoa H a Spd ghyis 71 vy oth uy Ripaypatpait Wh, LeGuiayt ie + itd s ore go sy tapas: var hoes hee feat aa yke we yb ey used ete 4 pe orate 
% ! 7 0° oo oF Dye be ae gpari i ahs y , das? Av et Pees aes tj ry rg etna i aint Pay ae neat may a bap Sap Aethsy eka Sees oe 87 3h) tb fa) ay ae harbour: : 
‘ , ae aes ;a oo hens y Jad bags Sart sat, i 4. Viste Baym Ces, “why ager Pipscunals | gp ahha Gants Pint nenipiy 4 Tap ib hae ies oe DN ison U satpro fee ae. 
‘ ® 1 ‘i le 5% ban 31 Ong ay ae itace '4 Ce a RP mae gd Hees sero fil, at pigta ave Sap aes mt aee ge Lt Fain pay oF af t eee re Sf iehoh et aser a petle ema Zt sb sp ty Shall haiteptp satel si $a: 
4 f 45 avie cy im « Ft Wises sty eae A ase 7 fora 4 oe b> Byes we Ae hy ww yey, + tere Fe se pces P ge Ose baad Wager dsp yy t oP pane Lepe lr ath ome eee, Pra 
t 1 ve , ce | aoe ftp guy tt’ 7, Pigateg ne pep fae of Nga Pew ~ yg hope! : werk te ae ave ai ae eck Ft y €. ule Bet ye Uyqnital «pa Mas a, geet ey ota 
; . 9 | sve at } ep ry ae a Y pes iroy WHT de pd Te eae Fi gil ant Partly ae Ries rae ae ok oi th Gpolyunannioey! fier ieee tips Paceitan) iy ts Sh Fe inns Sipkan dete 
i ? Bt coe Oe *% fi aay ipeh, + AIDE oe WF a ay I uf) Diyea driest adh pbpite US 8der wsar gafaies PRY oe, aren! ke f AP tis Fai dled Et 
fu os Ute Wo pe he ee IA me Wh J Ar. ft oye Aly 3 pet Pie ty 9 5 ag a; oh fg wh Pb gana wlplaenaroyhee mig Re eRe em syne toa erg egeesaiane coupe ben nee. 
a ‘ ; Ss ACE 140: tape fey, Pore 7 ba awe, yur te Ba sen ere Fun DALY pon nem Loe PRI me eat tery 1S 3 ararih Fete et BD ge 7 int oe bay 
q Of ‘ ‘ SP he noe per! i epee au F DD, 4s rs ago shige ¥ ar es PY eee Le) ade mdb he dey @ j fh poe asenpgity b WED oy nade g Hi 6 Ay Pe ea fs i 0} " per rebate Woepr.ree D4 vigete 
i ar ae eee yea as Tak tire ere) a a 3% y ni beter rede fA Aad bed wie! Th Lee , Rit) Oye ul ae $.. gay tr ae ging sta) LAE 0 | Poh ope ii Fy pif : K . ? Pot f ne Peps a ce 
vat i i a SY ei Ae 3) gee ilgteed, 2 ‘4 a Pada . it ‘hin "duet P tiv ai uh a as. Le aoe, Ay UAAG bay pdt ran hd 18 “hegey Rey? te val Le eee wh aagearpset dona ses 
> y"4 ' The we vw '¢ 4m $4 PH, bi LD es a ey th sie ia Carne pg rt @atleg eyes rusterhy en AY Cot ‘fs “y-. eter ee rng ape ue AM - xaxd aye as Tap ri etn a 
wh ‘ ‘ Lae of WOW a? At of Heep v rt ©28Hs gg) yee i wae ry "ee "ad ti 1 Fe ON mai aprytaye Als ae iy ” ne to s* “1 Veet ATP 04 ney ey. AIAG Sphere " niger Hy) igs Ve, <n on pilng . ‘nd ral sarah ec Feber, es ie 
, °¢ } t d © 4 8 t Bibis afew § Di} fast a ae A) Gane sagt Fae saas ate oh WO fen vedi oe iqi oy 4h pubs oan “dated rid Weed tule! g Yt PF Least if “E44 orn Bech oe Bn pow hebi sea bse use jos iP im 
r) “1 pot 4 4 wae pe, grate oh 53m Hy al 1 a, ihe vm aA Fae} } \ A + ry he fa 29, fey wi "7 A I “7 AY eS a i pit aay Hit i sane an ct es oreaeusie nati 1 ied ft My Ph Bt vba tv att aoe Aentte Sse rH 4 resent "shes of ae Ro ibis at) eis 
’ ¥ , = 2 a WN teh 2 oew bs 8 t / oy he hie ee fs pM ye sik D tipeey a fe eek ies FRAT ¢ r aie 3 tk, ¢ Sar : 
. ¥ gy Le en ‘g. YP vs open be Weg Waar isigueyet, + 05,1 i « wf " Bey tle So Tab may iver! Bre apa Ue é , “"y Be fk MF sore rae fia be neg) tes im presses, ists sPiey Se Rid a aeeapiiens Apcpny pork 
re) 4a 1 te aeDity a eT) toe uf Pash j ee pe < aaah 18 yu aeg tape 1g, 04) 2 ta re ¢ ie Gulag 4; geth ie st er a 3sy pe airs Siti) 3 yeni a ine hp plpehi Bnet . 
a | Sti 8 Fort. ae ees oe ag re ub te me ot ob ¢ "t ayy 19: ” c rbd J ; i Jab 6 Ay Batghs a at a wilins ie sh pated BF Sua oe; ny » Pit Te Pang ipacotn ze ALY i bp to Hs ait robes 2 ae shi mo x eae han bie Vat 
, « sii ' % CDW feteye js yp Fp gy. A eA jie C4 pepe Hb 2 "ph heer 4 : Pe ee | At bee shed seriyy Pak Ga Feo yui” ae ey ee ie poset re irked] ahoaw ign ep heey) Shr is pak 
_ * at J 2298 en ao gs mare I? yO His dep a ht team tind . 1eebog iia fr wee "p MYO Bue y, " ie * yee ela) tab Bea sees wo eae he: ar bre: +f SN a frie styaeraty ie 
» 5 lips Pit / Ase ir rae fae M741 ys Pedi hy ba 9 oe 4 are foe woe Pt dg eres caecum we Ly od ay eh t belated igsy ee oe] is Hie lacs, aa, sine 7h } ea Aye raed 
' $' 4: 1f bbs yhes | 90 gt MY Gon diay of F nO Fed “eats si Ay Pete it as iene ; ; it ena - aveivg PEs ei ‘ Cae 0 7 aye me GRR PA pn hich won 
. 4 4 hae 80a 1 gs Cr ot \ al oJ5 8 gts r bean eigen avs . 4 + efle neh ha aa 9 , 
4 . 94% TAS \ nb vet gs a, Su ‘pad F nigh eee oF AP taht a A Pibe ise Af the sing Vie M Mien hile Lot cry 1g. deg on x eP wi ® 4 
5 ; 94i ry 1 } 7 t : iy 5.vY chy ey qe ate nen : ute vet fae, ue bea A ¢ hatlhu) he bap cs uti a Bea ey iawn eee At Hiniees aa . 4A Ty a | reacts me as 
' es t Aa SP a Aa le xis sb lpr pay i oe} fort ty 7.6 POPE Pepa 
13 bh, ity Ae Vy Ad See ne Teiaeg 4 dibs 4 rhs , 4 CP Be 4083: ase nif i i reeset fre aan. Beri bu HE > a oer ee sone See: 
| ae ot ; Poy, Cc eros a at Wi hs "3 Ca ated, HD he Gade a if gyre | ti “Se teat 4 bagel Nie ona DAS | seat wi ad rath 1oasp orp 
: ? \ ' i {a J ry a: 7 PU) LG Bom opal " Tee tte tanta ‘i ee 4? rue é fy ity aie’ iat ia i faites eh Ne hg Ty Baan ite Wi desta Dee 
@o fhe F Cpe 8 G4 diny orton gy Bid yd t Fauey rp. ALT A eee ry 96 iy Ho sta slew Sy thet if di. fa fi! Ay "hd 40459 ai ae porate Bhar 
an ts ' is , F an A he oa Ju FS Cinedgot tl va a) : ae? fahet " eine Ne 1¢ yea! wand FAL Os BGT eit Py hee meee he ees made vite ' Sei z0aisG if deat pit ‘Ada iad Wr 0 tf vis ys rtf ont Lets ve (acaeeure Una 
‘ , ac ¢ A. Siwy j rs eat ae oh We dhe a detec ft fines ‘ae bey eo aol fs 1 Ane iat ral raed ye aa wil aha Fo Hpk 6 ab ee Ore) Bea nv seis i ee ce 
: 1 cae cg dpa asf Jui A ) mie ie as Wa ae fe Pie buy Fates tet OL Fe it ns his Mle heared ‘ satires " rh be ates ust fie i solardda Siac ne Sih pees ih Ws ats Gties Fi enh Shek ee bi hee 
a 5s (tas a sere} se le wi tae cae oh a] ps i wie ea 1 © Ese pat rs dp ads We ' : 
< fy, : eae li, ag : bogs a te : rs bias 34 3.¢ rd ihty- 8 asd ar ts Hs Spor, af vr isha! fe tie ut Pre) He ahs sen): Aimar O38: Or Pipatesh yt Reba sib 4 rae ea Hy ay ce ees “f oe fe na tins ie Rat mt puree se aire rs i. 5h. 
get u i, ' a ge " oe 1 Aq faa) rir 4. fe a 2 PCL fant * vate teeny eeeeyy fi dap Fo! é ae, ie “i o i , 
\ tnuy » devv’e, at la wb va th ie bade Wal ith A he ded seg st oF Fras Bag evi | 4, ith nA badgh fo nau89 hs TON stan ik nade oye Pein ote Kes soya 9 Ru it ve a is i vp oa “iat ais es Ses tenet Ay 
4 1 8 4) Maat peeve oun pe ee Wie 4 i} dp dy ia Ise ag eee dees vat va, wt weet We iy ay any bee pts ie press pen ie ON sity ae Pn 
$ it Ve vi! Dogs ta a? ‘ Hog ; sl; é 3 Koay ge gene, ‘By. rae bigs P he ve i tan A inva mS tsi ey aes at pm BY Me i eT Shits wala fait A Sasi ate iesseed Bret aedpin H ae ap teri nei rs 
' . cy ty 1 ht ? al r ar 4 tas 1 we fix ae (bgt fies y "st al tet A i. al 
‘ 1, 90 b. esy 7] Pye GF + Vauy Ty, hie rf ai¢ vo 4 ar ty J ti yb Ae ert if ener aes Ais a fel atic is ite 1 fs el Af ahi ns te Oly ey, “gest Wa cee caeee eae eta oie 
yin Sel, haley o$ Plaid biggie iit dade Ry ibs pay Dp ia f'h ; teat 7] ig 8 a peilicoie 1 With: int Pa tisb ed aire ine aha i ed Fi anny He 3 ‘?- 
, > TGs wv 58 ‘s ihe a Pe Pe sia sy ass 4 td 1 iti (tat, Yeps we A fis We D ma / By mala ey LG doy ’ Tea ey ats penta in sia aT an me ants si fun lat sf 4 We er Gl paar ae yet 
; eae ee ey a fiyle Wd Agee Ot {i ' atye 0% 4h lg styl Aitkin % nat, Aes enry Lr s ALAS ae iin Fieeday arb ng! 14s Ad hain eget of Pad nS sri 2s a4 eeu M joy eattes a te oe oe suay a? 
BT LE Raat nel Aba PORE nel aks tp ribo eal AL AG ot i ast ele ld SABI ae aceite aoa na ae é 
> eo! | i e “f 3) ete gt go yf % ¥, ag y # A a * ba | Uhr w id 1 "" sp les io eo tty 4 we 
Vet \ fates gts f PLE 14, " gest b, why vg ght Ahh eit Ag cha ie ‘as alae ag tah en Tie Pitty shag p Wet 4! teh ate ths ag ina sata gti yi rite ay Nd Hee Vege ay Hn Silt oe, 
. RY in ert Y, etn Abs pe WASP SF Ag1 yey ay wat eins SK adibedte ta? y 1 ec a | PMT Pe a pS f rf 
f geydets fe oa sh Aycan at 1 pha ji. ay Ny te, #4 ‘. ny vi 178) uate 4 + iy i Herb apa tg 4h Ne ese By. wh te ~ fa Was ine. asin, sy see t ing aes tert iw as a ee ates 
Fe hey apis iy? ita rH Dy ats qiteh a a Pi niet is PH fi : Pie iti i! wid, Besa) lag ait ia Airis ied parent a fant be neil it rt i 4 Wy bey Bid aie an Y oye is ied 
a uf AB ate 10 Cote oe weds wt Ue v oe Aaah 8 ate ue " < suenne A bh 
f : uy ’ Ai tbo ei ie 4 iby Fi “f gid H rae nf \y z iS uni seh ry eh aad ton, { ‘a +14 pat j alla sttbae iit ' Tae | ci ip aa! pee a fet ei ee His pier Arh cit arr os OM Be dh . 
P é He an 4 [aw ; Yt " Ve 1 A b } lig x He teat 7 ‘" dé yj 9G) HER sie ede 
ee, bs bye Metres is eh, Uae hateg ined Gariobs cules rit ay hy ails Hf icing tony il ii eae at ae hes ities rt a Pent og = 
| ! 3 cae hy a - ae 4 4 ee hegee a ini ‘i ‘aiid aH daily: a wae hon f weil bad af en yin Hist rH i tte Aneel mone eae ia vist i es ent fide ies s? 
au ¥ ? ae ? ? 8. be wos j Ae 4, Ary ol bf pat le 
BSOD J Oy be ai 3 aie a f ai i ea cit tt rh Bae i ? ‘ Halal se! Mee Hg oi Tha ig i Hr feast tinal . gj i i iy: Ses i ee ie a He 
She! . i ‘ ge take v] i Cy) wiht N83 fe fj af PAULL Sie Ai fi “th sib Ns Veer sa® pre 
ro tte ioe afte gs dee ‘8 i Vey eA ft Phidcte AY nue South OL) a4 sft nig ca J Hie Han f file sity i 
ca ee “ibs tA et ae at ot ade ? ity “ab hint te - iif ihe uuaatiees) i ii yy fr mag gaels inn Hi Ht ne ay iis ends pad tid ; es Pris a + ie es es se = 
' . . \ ‘ i audi of t i «Gdvaa 1 4 Spe i u ‘ o By’ 1 1 } 
as isa Cr FE? aera Gh ot FL Od ike TAC TTT AAPL Wi eh tah i panes f oe tb, ue Tash G6 wg gets a 
' te 1a ) H ao ity jis i oy vee saints rll aif wah, Wi) fi Pik 4 ag i is ath Snr baie Pi piecaniuar il Me vd Hie i ha) Fg rea Nie "Gah ; ni! is peat ata 
ri . d Uf het | ry y Na P \ » Ba l id ¥ City 4 ylit ' Leh Paap * 4 nab De 2 
6 qaui, eet ge gd gay y rfid. Oe we " Cor eee (assed, v i yay HS 5 ciate ‘ jis i ot fi th) fee Mey yet 2 ie od oi eile Bae 
ale AS. OREN Oiideg te) SMe we tL ar roy, Ey eed bk we gk is It gin hs ies ‘ay aa ; F bay se tn ey (pea jell ath 
P; LT MLC mY Ce hy bs fee te gS ST Raye iy woe G. Kaif ny “iy poe Fe “na i ti Da WA Bt it aa ‘ it, Py vit 
a sf a ' 8a eee Baik anit d at Bhi yeh qk A Bb Ot bh Mee dal Fogg Fit it it é re i "4 ordiugs yee ras a 
uu &, i ofr aha ft Au, ail ee fi ta ifs rol Sait he hats Tie is IS ew agt aM sdiyes Ube es a nite ie Ms hg ae Hoe : hae if vein haat M Hi % 
Ay jo TH edad ae ae at, Mate Te 2D gk PRU Se SGN Wa ayns) iM pea By bahia h aa BNP i se i Ae Pe acyt Pilea be a =u sh 
aris. a z } 1 ee ee rage Ca rue ees eyes v, ig hfg ih, wey ei de Hyde By9s oe: ie yes he iy suk 724 tie i ait Hid Eh diets sy spec: ie re . i fae 
4 ° a y | my) Abs Py ’ ba 1 . 
ld 1g sf ‘Smee ye tng Way PEM Dal ety as isi i Rt u jl ie t uty Kd at ta resi etka, bene ae sit 5iés vluay AR iy Rt eae cy WW a reg nis aa y Ds "gaye te ee cher Ly 
ay A J fee dig Sh ay tt, t Pha dp Fug : ee shail 'y fi f 9 An One t) nici 7 daa Sl Felp. 449 | ap aae Raye Ne Ge eine “ ey rer Yoo y ade Faas dn wy “” Laat e amine 
ey ee ae ee arn pen ie sitet ray rh i es agra oe fe red sa rif itt: babs 4} a Ah add seg ige Va, aves ro) ptr ws: beats Pete an 
A ih sey | ee a o Pgh Ot abet 7 are A i ” ¥ ry 4 ! i fa sb t ye if al Ty ra G?, 
i ek i Ie PYCW MG MRM OUP Ta tak ari AT RUT Oe ee ITT Oe ee A Pei Ne 
t ' e171” se r Yona) Hea, a ee | ~ 

































NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 


Monterey, California 





SHeESiS 


AN APPLICATION OF CONTENT ANALYSIS 
TO DETERMINE CONGRESSIONAL BEHAVIOR 
IN RELATION TO THE DEFENSE BUDGET 


by 
Robert Thomas Camp 


June ao 7 





Thesis Advisor: Jab. Buttinger 


Approved for public release; distribution unlimited. 


~4 
ey 
~J 
CO 
—_ 
i 
“J 





SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Data Entered) 


REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE 


- REPORT NUMBER 2. GOVT ACCESSION NO 


4. TITLE (and Subtitie) 
An Application of Content Analysis 
to Determine Congressional Behavior 

in Relation to the Defense Budget 





READ INSTRUCTIONS 
BEFORE COMPLETING FORM 


3. RECIPIENT'S CATALOG NUMBER 











5. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED 
Master's Thesis; 
June 1977 


6. PERFORMING ORG. REPORT NUMBER 












8. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER(e) 


7. AUTHOR(e) 


Robert Thomas Camp 


10. PROGRAM ELEMENT, PROJECT, TASK 
AREA &@ WORK UNIT NUMBERS 


12. REPORT OATE 
June 1977 


13. NUMBER OF PAGES 


3. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME ANO AOORESS 


Naval Postgraduate School 
Monterey, California 93940 





CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADORESS 


Naval Postgraduate School 
















Monterey, California 93940 99 
ORING AGENCY NAME & ADORESS(I! different trom Contreliing Office) | 18. SECURITY CLASS. (of thie report) 
Unclassified 







Sa. OECLASSIFICATION/ COWNGRABDING 
SCHEOULE 
- OISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of thie Report) 


Approved for public release; distribution unlimited. 


- OISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (ef the ebetraci entered in Bleek 20, if different from Report) 


18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 





- KEY WORDS (Continue en reveree aide if neceseary and identity by bloek number) 







Defense Budget Congressional Committees 

Budgetary Behavior Congressional Budget and 

Content Analysis Impoundment Control Act of 1974 
Fiscal 






Programmatic 
. ABSTRACT (Continue on reveree side if nececeary and identity by bieck 





Congress exercises itS power over the federal purse and the 
Defense Budget through its budgetary process. This thesis 
1s part of a continuing effort to analyze the changing role 


of Congress in Defense policy-making. The fiscal/programmatic 
Orientation of various Congressional committees in relation to 
the Procurement and Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 
portions of the Defense Budget is determined through use of 





DD On, 1473 eounlon OF | NOV 6S 1S OBSOLETE UNCLASSIFIED 
(Page 1) ae ee rer 1 SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Date Entered) 


i 





UNCLASS If IED 


A RE EE ER AOE OL ALES DIDI IE TAGE EIN AE RT IO I A 
SL CUMTVY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(When Deora Entered. 





(20. ABSTRACT Continued) 


the research technique ~- Content Analysis. The period of 
analysis includes fiscal years 1976 and 1977, the first 

two years to be affected by the new Congressional budgetary 
process prescribed by the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974. Individual committee . 
decisions and comments were recorded and categorized as 
fiscal or programmatic. It was concluded that committee 
decisions concerning the Defense Budget were fairly equally 
divided between a fiscal and programmatic orientation. An 
extensive background section and description of Content 
Analysis introduces the specific methodology used in this 
analysis. 


ee jones tte UNCLASSIFIED 
S/N 0102-014-6601 2 SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(WMREN Date Entered) 





An Application of Content Analysis 
to Determine Congressional Behavior 
in Relation to the Defense Budget 
by 
Robert Thomas Camp 


Lieutenant, United States Navy 
B.S., University of Alabama, 1968 


Submitted in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of 


MASTER OF SCIENCE IN MANAGEMENT 
from the 


NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL 
June 1977 


C14305 
CI 





ABSTRACT 


Congress exercises its power over the federal purse 
and the Defense Budget through its budgetary process. This 
thesis is part of a continuing effort to analyze the changing 
role of Congress in Defense policy-making. The fiscal/ 
programmatic orientation of various Congressional committees 
in relation to the Procurement and Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation portions of the Defense Budget is 
determined through use of the research technique - Content 
Analysis. The period of analysis includes fiscal years 
1976 and 1977, the first two years to be affected by the 
new Congressional budgetary process prescribed by the 
Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. 
Individual committee decisions and comments were recorded 
and categorized as fiscal or programmatic. It was concluded 
that committee decisions concerning the Defense Budget were 
fairly equally divided between a fiscal and programmatic 
orientation. An extensive background section and description 
of Content Analysis introduces the specific methodology used 


in this analysis. 
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i. 2NTROBUCTION 


This thesis 1s part of a larger, on-going research 
project for the purpose of furthering knowledge of the 
changing role of Congress in Defense policy-making. It has 
been recognized throughout American history that Congress' 
power over the "federal purse strings" has been its most 
important lever to influence military policy. James 
Madison, writing in The Federalist Papers, is quoted as 
Saying, "this power of the purse may, in fact, be regarded 
as the most complete and effectual weapon with which any 
country can arm the immediate representatives of the people 
for obtaining a redress of every grievance and for carrying 
into effect every just and salutary measure" [Ref. 33, 
me. 299-299}. 

Congress has attempted to exercise this power of the 
purse through its budgetary processing of the Department of 
Defense's annual budget. A continuing question concerning 
the changing role of Congress in Defense policy-making has 
been whether Congress makes its budgetary decisions on a 
purely fiscal or on a broader programmatic basis. A 1973 
article in the Naval War College Review by Lawrence J. Korb 
contained an excellent discussion of the fiscal/programmatic 
hypotheses [Ref. 21]. Korb defined the two as follows: 

"The fiscal position, or hypothesis, implies 

that Congress iS primarily concerned with the 


level of defense spending. If this hypothesis 
is correct, then congressional action on the 





defense budget would focus on eliminating waste 

and inefficiencies and would take the form of 

across-the-board reductions or extending spending 

programs over longer periods. On the other 

hand, the programmatic hypothesis infers that 

Congress addresses the defense budget in policy 

terms and uses its power of the purse as a tool 

to influence the shape of defense programs. If 

this hypothesis has validity then the Congress 

would be concerned with such areas as the level 

of the manpower in the armed services and the 

type of weapons in the inventory" [Ref. 21, p. 50]. 

This thesis attempted to determine the fiscal/ programma- 
tic orientation of congress toward the Defense Budget through 
the use of a research technique known as Content Analysis. 
The Procurement and Research, Development, Test and Evalua~ 
tion (RDT&E) appropriation titles of the Defense Budget were 
chosen for evaluation since several recent studies have indi-~ 
cated that Congress has focused its attention on these two 
areas [Refs. 18, 21, & 28]. Past research efforts have 
selected to study a certain Congressional committee over 
various time periods with the intent of determining whether 
the overall trend of committee action toward the Defense 
Budget was fiscal or programmatic [Refs. 23 & 4]. This study 
took a somewhat different approach in that it attempted to 
assess the fiscal/programmatic nature of the various committees 
(i.e. House and Senate Armed Services, Appropriations and 
Budget Committees) involved in the Defense budgetary process 
during a certain time period. A comparison was made between 


the committees and the overall orientation of Congress 


determined. The time period chosen for evaluation was fiscal 
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years 1976 and 1977. These two years were chosen since they 
were the first to be affected by the new Congressional 
budgetary process prescribed by the Congressional Budget 

and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. This Act was a major 
budgetary reform meaSure and a means by which Congress 
reasserted its power of the purse. 

In order to provide the reader with a better understand- 
ing of the budgetary atmosphere and environment prevailing 
at the time this study was conducted, an extensive back- 
ground chapter is included. This chapter contains a brief 
history of Congressional budgetary reform measures, the 
Defense budgetary process prior to fiscal year 1976, the 
Major changes introduced by the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 and a survey of budgetary 
literature. Chapter III is a detailed synopsis of Content 
Analysis. Readers familiar with this research technique 
could omit this chapter without a loss in context. The 
methodology of analysis and summary of findings are des- 
cribed in Chapters IV and V, respectively. Chapter VI 
includes conclusions drawn as to the fiscal/programmatic 
orientation of Congress, assessed impact of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 and suggestions 


mer further research. 
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II. BACKGROUND 


A. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGETARY REFORM MEASURES 

The changing role of Congress in the budgetary process 
is evident from a brief review of United States budget 
history. Congress has not always been in firm control of 
the federal purse strings, and its efforts to gain control 
have often resulted in the breakdown of many reform measures. 

With passage of the Treasury Act in 1789, President 
Washington appointed Alexander Hamilton to the position of 
Secretary of the Treasury. The first U.S. budget, developed 
by Hamilton in 1789, was a single executive type budget 
separated into only four major line items and totaled a 
Sum not to exceed $645,000 [Ref. 5, p. 34]. This process 
was repeated in 1790 and 1791, but in 1792 Congress required 
that items of expenditure be specified in greater detail 
[Ref. 5, p. 36]. Hamilton complied with Congress' request 
by submitting detailed budget estimates, but in actual 
practice, he transferred funds between line items with a 
free will. Since Hamilton did not provide Congress with 
regular reports of Treasury expenditures, Congress seldom 
knew where the funds were going [Ref. 30, pp. 50-51]. 

By 1796, Congress realized that the Secretary of the 
Treasury, not Congress, actually controlled the budget. 
In an attempt to gain power, Congress established a temporary 


Committee on Ways and Means which was responsible for 
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handling both appropriations and revenues. This new 
committee slowly began to gain control of the federal 
purse. 

During the administration of President Jefferson, 
Congress established a permanent Ways and Means Committee. 
The executive agencies presented their budget requests 
directly to this House committee and, in so doing, virtually 
eliminated direct Treasury influence in the preparation and 
control of the nation's budget [Ref. 5, p. 61]. However, 
the War and Navy Departments continued the illegal practice 
of transferring funds. When Congress enacted legislation 
to prevent these illegal fund transfers, the War and Navy 
Departments adopted the practice of spending lapsed appro- 
priations (unspent funds from previous years no longer 
available for obligation). In 1852 the War and Navy 
Appropriations Acts further prohibited the transfer of 
funds, and other acts imposed new restrictions on the use 
of unspent funds. With these practices stymied, the 
Services created deliberate deficiencies by entering into 
contracts in advance of appropriations as a means of 
circumventing Congressional controls [Ref. 60, p. 110]. 

In an attempt to further strengthen its controls over 
spending by the Services, Congress created the following 


additional committees during the 1800's [Ref. 14, pp. 4-5]: 
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HOUSE SENATE 


1822 - Military Affairs 1816 - Military Affairs 
(Armed Services*) (Armed Services*) 

1822 - Naval Affairs 1816 - Naval Affairs 
(Armed Services*) (Armed Services*) 

1865 - Appropriations 1867 — Appropriations 


* Name of present committee. 


In 1906 Congress passed the Anti-Deficiency Act which, 
despite some flaws, was the most substantial budget reform 
bill enacted to date. Under its provisions, expenditures 
in excess of appropriations were prohibited except for cases 
in which contracts or obligations had previously been 
authorized by law. The Act also provided for the apportion- 
ment of appropriations by monthly or other allotments. The 
Act erred in allowing the head of the executive agency the 
discretionary authority to change the apportionment amount. 
The apportionment procedure was abused and it was this 
factor that caused the Act to fall short of its objective 
of precluding the need for deficiency appropriations [Ref. 5]. 

Debate over control of the budget continued up until 
passage of the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 when con- 
trol began to swing away from Congress and toward the Presi- 
dency. This Act introduced three main provisions: (1) it 
provided for a comprehensive Presidential budget, (2) it 
established a Bureau of the Budget (later to become the 
Office of Management and Budget) directly responsible to 


the President to assist in formulation of the budget, and 
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(3) it created a General Accounting Office headed by the 
Comptroller General and controlled by Congress. The 
Bureau of the Budget staff of the President evolved into 

a powerful and dynamic organization for which Congress had 
no effective counterpart [Ref. 30, pp. 73-80]. 

The Budget and Accounting Act of 1921 was certainly 
the most comprehensive budgetary reform legislation ever 
enacted. For the first time in history, the United States 
had a budget process requiring formulation by the Presidnet, 
authorization and appropriation by Congress, execution under 
direction of the President, and an independent audit by the 
General Accounting Office as a means of Congressional 
review. Contemporary critics of the 1921 Act have asserted 
that Congress itself yielded control over government spend- 
ing to the President and that the period from 1921 was 
marked by further erosion of Congressional influence in 
budget-making decisions [Ref. 30, pp. 80-88]. 

Several other attempts for budgetary reform originated 
in the 1940's and 1950's. The Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 established a large joint Congressional committee 
which was tasked to analyze the President's budget and then 
formulate a separate legislative budget which would reflect 
Congressional priorities. The concept was optimistically 
received by both the House and Senate; however, it was 
attempted only twice — in 1947 and 1948 without success in 


either year. In 1947 Congress was never able to agree on 
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a budget ceiling. In 1948 a budget ceiling was established 
but later ignored in actual spending practice. The proce- 
dure remained inactive until it was repealed by the Reorgan- 
mezation Act of 1970 [Ref. 34, p. 3473]. 

Congress introduced an Omnibus Appropriations Bill in 
1950. This action was an attempt to include all regular 
appropriations in one bill. This approach was successful 
in the sense that Congress completed its action on time, 
but it lacked popular support in both the Legislative 
and Executive Branches. It was consequently abandoned 
after a one year trial [Ref. 34, p. 3474]. 

After 50 years of operating under a budget system estab- 
lished by the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, Congress 
recognized that its budgetary process still contained 
numerous shortcomings. Significant shortcomings included 
the following: (1) fragmentation of the appropriations 
process, (2) unbalance in Presidential and Congressional 
resources and support functions, (3) delays in funding, 

(4) reprogramming or the use of funds for reasons other than 
those intended by Congress, (5) a lag between the time when 
funds were appropriated and when they were spent, (6) "back- 
door spending" or spending routes other than through bills 
considered by the appropriations committees, and (7) with 
the increasing incidents of Presidential impoundment of 
funds, it became painfully obvious to Congress that it 


had lost control of the budget. 
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With the passage of Public Law 92-599 on October 27, 
1972, Congress established a Joint Study Committee on Budget 
Control and directed it to study the above weaknesses in 
the budgetary process [Ref. 34, p. 3475]. A major budge- 
tary reform measure, the Congressional Budget and Impound- 
ment Control Act of 1974 (signed into law on July 12, 1974), 
was a result of this Joint Committee study. The two main 
objectives of this new reform measure were (1) to improve 
the Congressional budget making process, and (2) to restore 


to Congress its power of the purse. 


B. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGETARY PROCESSING OF DEFENSE BUDGET 

Before discussing the reform measures contained in the 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974, it is desirable 
in the framework of this study that the reader be familiar 
with the Congressional budgetary process as related to the 
Defense Budget prior to the passage of this new Act. 

The Defense Budget, which is part of the Presidential 
Budget submitted to Congress in January of each year, is 
the result of a formal 18 month effort under the Planning, 
Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS) [Ref. 32]. During 
this formulation phase of the Defense Budget, there has 
been a constant dialogue between the President, the Office 
of Management and Budget, the various Military Services, 
and Congress concerning program evaluations and budget 
requests. Congress receives this Defense Budget and through 


its authorization/appropriation review process can change, 


uy 


eliminate, or even add new programs not requested by the 
President. It can increase or decrease the amounts 
recommended by the President to fund existing and proposed 
new programs. 

Congressional review of the Defense Budget begins with 
the authorization (approval of programs for which expendi- 
tures are to be made) process in the House and Senate 
Armed Services Committees [Ref. 26]. These committees 
review those Defense requests subject to the authorization 
process such as Military Construction; Procurement; Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation; and military and civilian 
personnel end strengths. The House and Senate Armed Ser- 
vices Committees conduct separate hearings on the Defense 
Budget during which posture statements presented by witnesses 
from the various Services are reviewed. Each committee 
holds markup sessions in which any changes to the Defense 
Budget request are made. The House and Senate Armed Ser- 
Vices Committees then draft separate authorization bills 
and submit them to the respective House and Senate for 
Floor action and passage. Any disagreements in the two 
bills are resolved by a joint conference committee composed 
of members from the House and Senate. After final passage 
by both houses and signing by the President, the Defense 
Authorization Act is submitted to the House and Senate 
Appropriations Committees, specifically the Appropriations 
Subcommittees on the Department of Defense, for use in 


their review of appropriations requests. 


ike 


The House and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees on 
Defense deal with the appropriation (providing funds for 
the programs approved by authorization) process [Ref. 26]. 
In actual practice the House and Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittees commence hearings on the Defense Budget similar 
to noe conducted by the Armed Services Committees prior 
to receipt of the Authorization Act. The Appropriations 
Subcommittees also review Defense appropriations that do 
not require authorization. The sequence of events followed 
in the appropriation process parallels that observed in the 
authorization process. After hearings and markup sessions 
are completed, a Defense Appropriation Bill is drafted and 
passed by each house. Any differences in the two bills 
are again resolved in a joint conference committee. The 
appropriation process ends with final approval of the Con- 
ference Report by both houses and signing by the President. 
The final Department of Defense Appropriation Bill provides 
for new obligational authority (NOA) for each budget request. 
This NOA authorizes the Department of Defense to sign con- 
tracts for the amount of the NOA at any time during the 
obligational period associated with the budget category. 

Since Congress normally receives the Defense Budget 
request in late January, it has had only a little over five 
months in which to complete its authorization/appropriation 
process before the start of the new fiscal year in July. 

A problem with Congress' budget procedure in the past has 


been its inability to complete action on approval and 
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spending measures by the time the fiscal year begins. The 


following tables illustrate the delays in passage of the 


Defense Authorization Acts and Appropriation Bills for the 


fiscal years 1969 through 1975 [Ref. 


10, pp. 13-14]. 


Dates of Passage of the Defense Authorization Acts 


Fiscal Year 


OS 
4 
oS 
2 
IRS eal 
197.0 
26g 


Date of Passage 


5 
16 
26 
Un 

i 
iy 
Z0 


Table l 


August 1974 
November 1973 
September 1972 
November 1971 
October 21970 
November 1969 
September 1968 


Dates of Passage of the Defense Appropriation Bills 


Fiscal Year 


1s gs. 
1974 
YES: 
O72 
Iie) Veale 
1970 
iG 


Date of Passage 


8 
2 
26 
18 
1 a 
29 
Ey 


Table 2 


October 1974 
January 1974 
GOctoper 1972 
December 1971 
January 1971 
December 1969 
October 1968 


As may be noted, the dates of passage in each case 


Occurred well after the start of the new fiscal year on 


1 July. It was therefore necessary that the Defense 
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Department operate under continuing resolutions. The 
problem with this method of funding is that dollars are 
being spent on programs that may not be approved, or that 
may be approved at lesser levels thereby adversely affecting 
the planned spending rates. This is just another incident 
of Congress' lack of desired control over the budget. 

This, along with the other budgetary shortcomings mentioned 
earlier, led to the passage of the Congressional Budget 


and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. 


C. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND IMPOUNDMENT CONTROL ACT OF 1974 

Senator Charles H. Percy in reference to the Congress- 
ional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 stated: 

"The budget reform legislation represents 

one of those historic turning points in 

the evolution of our institution, a 

reversal of the accelerating erosion of 

the congressional power of the purse, a 
reassertion of our correct role in the 
American plan of government" [Ref. 15, p. 734]. 

This Act was indeed the most innovative budget reform 
measure initiated by Congress since the Budget and Accounting 
Act of 1921. It is not the intent of this study to analyze 
or describe in detail all the provisions of this Act. This 
section will merely list the major changes to the Congressional 
budget process to provide the reader with a better under- 
standing of the existing environment in which this study 
attempted to explain Congressional decisions affecting 
the Defense Budget. 


One of the major provisions of the Congressional Budget 


and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 was the establishment of 
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new Budget Committees in the House and Senate with respon- 
Sibility for overseeing the entire budget making process 
[Ref. 7]. The Budget Committees were not created to diminish 
in any way the responsibilities or prerogatives of other 
committees. Neither do they eliminate nor reduce the 
importance of existing procedures for authorization of 
programs or appropriation of funds. They were created to 
perform new tasks related to establishing fiscal policy and 
priorities, and in so doing, facilitate and complement the 
functions of the existing committees. Included in the 
responsibilities of the Budget Committees are (1) formu- 
lating and reporting budget resolutions to their respective 
houses and (2) recommending appropriate levels of federal 
revenues, expenditures and debt service to include proposed 
increases and decreases [Ref. 19, p. 7]. 

A second important provision was the creation of a 
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) [Ref. 7]. When Congress 
enacted the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, it provided 
the President with a powerful analytical and budget formu- 
lation capability, the Office of Management and Budget, but 
made no provision for a counterbalance in Congress. The 
CBO was designed to become that counterbalance. The primary 
duty of the CBO is to assist the Budget Committees by pro- 
viding information, data, and analyses. Assistance in 
budgetary and budget related matters will be provided to 


other committees upon request [Ref. 19, p. 7]. 
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As was noted earlier, Congress has historically failed 


to pass appropriation bills on time, and government agencies 


have had to operate on continuing resolutions. 


In an 


attempt to eliminate problems associated with this type of 


Situation, the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control 


Act of 1974 changed the fiscal year and established a new 


Congressional budget schedule with specific milestone dates 


and actions [Ref. 7]. 


fiscal year runs from 1 October to 30 September. 


Effective in fiscal year 1977, the 


There was 


a three month transition period from 1 July 1976 through 


30 September 1976 to accomodate the shift from the old to 


new fiscal year period. 


timetable is as follows [Ref. 


On or Before 


10 November 


15th day after 
Congress meets 


15 March 


eA eT 


Pag 


The new Congressional budget 


io eeppe v=c): 


Action to be Completed 


President submits current 
services budget. This is a 
projection of the monetary 
requirements of the Federal 
Government for the next 
fiscal year assuming that 
all existing programs 
continue at the same level 
and new programs are not 
initiated. 


President submits his budget. 


Committees and joint 
committees submit reports 
to Budget Committees. 


Congresional Budget Office 
submits report to Budget 
Committees. 





Ibs 7yone scl Budget Committees present 
first concurrent resolutions 
on the budget to their houses. 


15 May Committees present bills and 
resolutions authorizing new 
budget authority. 
Authorization bills are 
presented to each house. 


15 May Congress completes action 
Chet terest «cOncurrent 
resolution on the budget. 


7th day after 

Labor Day Congress completes action 
on bills and resolutions 
providing new budget 
authority. Congress must 
approve the appropriation 
bills by this date. 


15 September Congress completes action 
on second required concurrent 
resolution on the budget. 
Congress approves final 
budget. 

25 September Congress completes action 
on reconciliation bill or 
resolution, or both, implementing 
second required concurrent 
resolution. 


1 October Fiscal year begins. 


With the purpose of further strengthening Congress' 
control over the budgetary process, the Congressional Budget 
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 contains several other 
Sections that will not be discussed here such as (1) addi- 
tional provisions to improve fiscal procedures, (2) amendments 
to Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, (3) program review and 
evaluation, (4) fiscal and budgetary information and 


controls, and (5) impoundment control [Ref. 7]. 
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BD. SURVEY OF LITERATURE 
1. Various Research Techniques 

Congress 1S obviously a complex organization as can 
be seen from only a cursory examination of the multitude of 
documents it publishes and from the volume of research that 
has been conducted on this institution. Numerous studies 
have been made in an attempt to analyze and categorize 
Congressional budgetary decisions in defense as well as non- 
defense areas. These studies have included elaborate 
statistical methods, sociological characteristics, personal 
interviews, comparative analysis and other quantitative 
technigues. Individual committees as well as the entire 
Congress have been examined to determine their impact on 
spending. A review of some of the studies done at the 
Naval Postgraduate School as part of the Congressional 
Research Project follow. 

In 1973 Joseph G. Terry, Jr. developed a methodology 
for analyzing Congressional decision making based on the 
then current Department of Defense (DOD) budgetary process 
[Ref. 31]. He suggested four linear, stochastic models for 
testing Congressional decisions toward DOD budget requests. 
These models were tested via a cross-sectional regression 
analysis for Procurement and Research, Development, Test and 
Evaluation in the 1970 - 1973 timeframe. Terry's results 
employed the idea of a game theoretic approach to DOD 


budgeting where both DOD and Congress act like opponents in 
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a two-player game and adjust their requests and appropri- 
ations based on observation of each other's behavior. 

James R. Capra's Ph.D. dissertation, published in 
1974, is an intensive characterization of Congressional 
appropriations for Defense Procurement and Research and 
Development between 1953 and 1973 [Ref. 6]. In addition to 
Studying a longer time period, he used wider statistical 
methods. His approach involved formulating alternative 
models of appropriations as a percentage of requests and 
deriving point and interval estimates for parameters using 
robust statistical procedures. He concluded that decisions 
of Congress affecting Procurement and Research and Develop- 
ment changed considerably, starting in fiscal year 1969. 
Following the lead of Terry and Capra, Stephen C. Wood in 
1975 provided a detailed chronology of the Defense Budget 
cycle with emphasis placed on the different roles played by 
the Service branches, DOD, and Congress [Ref. 61]. He 
Studied DOD budgetary data for fiscal years 1953 - 1971 and 
again used statistical linear regression analysis to evaluate 
Congressional decision processes. 

Robert C. Berry and Danial E. Peckham departed from 
the statistical analysis approach in their 1975 study of 
Congressional committee decisions and interactions between 
Navy Program Managers [Ref. 3]. Their research was based on 
telephone and written surveys, personal interviews with 


Congressmen, Congressional staff members, Navy Program 
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Managers and other DOD personnel. Significant among their 
findings were that the Armed Services Committees are becoming 
quite expert in weaponry and individual weapon systems and 
that Congressional committee staff work has a strong influ- 
ence on decisions reached in the various committees. A 
defense-oriented roll-call vote technigue was employed by 
Charles M. Rankin in 1973 [Ref. 27]. He used similarity 
observations between 20 Senate defense votes during the 
period 1969-1971 as inputs to a multi-dimensional scaling 
computer program. The scaling solutions resulting from 
this program showed that the most important dimenSions in 
exolaining pro-defense voting were non-partisan/partisan 
and foreign policy/domestic policy. 
2. Fiscal/Programmatic Studies 

A predominant theme running throughout the majority 
of studies reviewed was whether Congress makes its budgetary 
decisions on a purely fiscal basis or on a broader policy 
Or programmatic basis. Although most studies have supported 
the fiscal hypothesis, there is some disagreement among 
analysts in regard to Congress' fiscal/programmatic nature. 
Richard F. Fenno, Jr. in the comprehensive work, The Power 
of the Purse, concentrated his study toward the Congressional 
decisions made on the budgets of seven major non-defense 
departments of the U.S. Government during the 16 year 
period, 1947 to 1962 [Ref. 13]. All decisions analyzed 
were decisions made regarding the original appropriations 


request. Although he found that the dominant concern of 
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agency officials were programmatic, Congressional decisions 
were made on a more fiscal or incremental pattern of non- 
defense spending. 

In his book, The Politics of the Budgetary Process, 
Aaron Wildavsky states that "Budgeting is treated as if it 
were non-programmatic. Most committees view their work as 
marginal, monetary adjustments to existing programs so that 
the question of the ultimate desirability of most programs 
arises only once ina while" [Ref. 59, p. 101]. Wildavsky 
agrees with Fenno that Congress makes budget decisions on an 
incremental, fiscal basis. 

The research team of Davis, Dempster, and Wildavsky 
give further support to the fiscal hypothesis in their 
article, "A Theory of the Budgetary Process" [Ref. Ill]. 
They studied 56 non-defense agencies of the U.S. Government 
during 1947 to 1963 in an attempt to establish a mathematical 
model which would accurately predict the outcomes of the 
Congressional budgetary process for each agency. Their 
research led them to believe that Congressional decisions 
can be represented by simple models which are stable over 
periods of time, linear, and stochastic. They concluded 
that the budgetary process has been based on incrementalism 
and has been non-programmatic in nature. 

Arnold Kanter, an advocate of the programmatic 
hypothesis, has stated that even though most studies of the 
budgetary process in non-defense areas have concluded that 


Congress' orientation to appropriations is essentially 
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non-programmatic, it can not be automatically inferred that 
Congress is disinclined to use its power over the Defense 
Budget as an instrument to shape programs and policies. 
Kanter's evaluation of Congress and the Defense Budget 
during the period 1960 to 1970 concentrated on the authori- 
zation/appropriation processes [Ref. 18]. His findings 
demonstrated that Congressional activity among the disag- 
gregated budget categories indicates a programmatic orienta- 
tion toward the Defense Budget. He further concluded that 
Congress is concerned about more than how much money is spent 
and has evidenced a willingness and desire to influence the 
nation's defense requirements as well as the content of 
national security policy. An interesting illustration given 
by Kanter portrays the programmatic thinking of Congress: 
"Budget reductions also have been explained in 
terms of the Congress's understanding of the 
requirements of national security. Senator 
Richard Russell articulated his uneasiness 
about procuring the fast deployment logistics 
(FDL) ships requested by the Johnson Administra- 
tion: ‘If we build anything like this, we are 
just going to be handed more and more of this 
business of fighting everybody's wars everwhere.' 
The belief that an increased ability to intervene 
would result in greater U.S. intervention abroad 
contributed to Congress's regular refusal to fund 
mene FDL's" [Ref. 18, pp. 136-137). 
Arnold Kanter feels that the programmatic nature of Congress 
will have the "greatest potential significance for defense 
Bercy" (Ref. 18, p. 142]. 
In an attempt to resolve the fiscal/programmatic 


question, Lawrence J. Korb studied the Congressional impact 


mpen the Defense Budget from fiscal years 1962 to 1973 
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[Ref. 21]. His analysis dealt with new obligational 
authority in four major appropriation categories: 
(1) Personnel, (2) Operations and Maintenance, (3) Procure- 
ment, and (4) Research, Development, Test and Evaluation. 
Although admitting that the fiscal/programmatic question is 
not easily answered, Korb concluded that Congressional 
motivations in the Defense area are mostly fiscal. 

Edward A. Kolodziej in his book, The Uncommon 
Defense and Congress, 1945 - 1963, investigated Congress' 
use of its power of the purse to influence military force 
levels, weapons systems, and strategic policy [Ref. 20]. 
He describes how Congress has participated in shaping 
defense policy and analyzes and evaluates the actual 
decisions of Congress as they applied to the annual Defense 
Budget. He based his studies primarily on the open record 
of Congress as contained in the hearings, reports and floor 
debates on the annual Defense appropriation bills. Kolodziej 
was quite critical of Congress and argued that it should 
assume a more poSitive, active, and informed role in strategic 
policy, and, accordingly, that the effectiveness of U.S. 
strategic and foreign policies could be improved. Kolodziej 
stated that the decentralization and diffusion of power and 
responsibility in Congress created a set of incentives that 
oriented individual Congressmen and the Defense appropriations 
committees away from a full programmatic review of the Defense 
Budget. He claimed that most members were induced, first of 


all, to choose the time honored rule of watchdog (fiscal 
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hypothesis) of the public purse. Kolodziej further 
criticized the fiscal approach of Congress to the Defense 
appropriation bill by stating that Congress had found 
itself out of joint with the requirements of policy that 
are attuned to the nation's strategic imperatives and that 
Congress had been slow to perceive the rapid social, poli- 
tical, economic and technological changes occurring in the 
world. He called for Congressional budgetary reform that 
would lead to a redistribution of power and responsibility 
in Congress and that would create a system of incentives 
which would encourage a review and determination of the 
Defense Budget in terms of (1) the policy goals that it 
seeks to achieve, (2) its military and economic feasibility, 
(3) its fiscal implications, and (4) its relation to other 
strategic and non-strategic programs [Ref. 20, p. 529]. 

In his article based on 100 interviews, primarily 
with members of Congressional committees having military 
responsibility, and other leading Congressmen, a few commit- 
tee staff members, administrative assistants, and legis- 
lative liaison personnel from the Defense Department, Lewis 
A. Dexter provides many interesting quotes that indicate 
Congressional decisions lean more toward the fiscal hypothe- 
Sis than the programmatic [Ref. 12]. Dexter states that 
Congressmen interviewed generally indicated that they were 
not inclined to raise or consider questions of military 
policy in terms of its meaning for some national or inter- 


national political objective or goal (It should be noted 
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that Dexter conducted his interviews in the years prior to 
1969). In referring to military policy, Dexter meant 
decisions dealing with the relationship of weapons, person- 
nel, Organization, and administration to foreign policy, 
national interests and purposes and societal values and 
objectives. Some of his more revealing quotes include: 

"In fact how do we (committee) members know what 

should be considered? We mostly reflect what 

the military people recommend; military policy 

is made by the Department of Defense" [Ref. 12, 

pe 376). 

"We don't have a lot before our (Armed Services) 

committee. There's really much scarcity of 

policy legislation ... Maybe we have given too 

much authority to the Secretary of Defense and 

Joint Chiefs of Staff. Congress itself has 

promulgated legislation which says to them — 

use your own judgment" [Ref. 12, p. 380]. 

"The Appropriations Committee 1s concerned 

mainly not so much with legislation as 

avoiding accountable waste. As to getting 

into the policy field, there its members 

have no clear viewpoint of whether they 

Sow laeor Should not’ [Reft. 12, p. 381). 

Edward J. Laurance has done extensive work on the 
changing role of Congress in the Defense decision-making 
process [{Refs. 24 & 25]. His findings indicate that Congress 
has become increasingly more concerned with Defense policy, 
particularly since 1968, which would suggest a programmatic 
orientation. 

3. Studies Utilizing Content Analysis 
Several studies have employed the technique of 


Content Analysis to determine patterns of Congressional 


budgetary decision making. Ira Sharkansky used Content 
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Analysis to evaluate the relationship of a House Appropria- 
tions Subcommittee toward four non-defense agencies which 
came under its jurisdiction [Ref. 29]. His primary objective 
was to determine how the subcommittee divided its supervisory 
and control efforts among the four agencies and how this 
affected the budget requests submitted by the agencies. He 
based his analysis on subcommittee hearings, subcommittee 
reports, and agency budget requests over a span of years 

from 1949 to 1963. His unit of analysis was the questions 
asked of agency officials by subcommittee members during the 
hearings. These questions were coded into certain cate- 
gories depending on their subject matter. Sharkansky found 
that the subcommittee members often relied on the agency 
officials to provide cues during the hearings about items 
worthy of questioning. Stating that his study provided a 
systematic collection of data about the behavior of an 
Appropriations Subcommittee, Sharkansky concluded that the 
subcommittee members did indeed vary their oversight activity 
among the agencies. He found that the subcommittee "devoted 
more than the average amount of Supervision and control 
efforts to the agencies that spend the most money, whose 
requests have increased the most rapidly, and whose behavior 
toward the subcommittee has deviated most frequently from 
Subcomittee desires” [Ref. 29, p. 628]. Sharkansky further 
indicated that his study had shown the practicality of using 


Content Analysis of appropriations hearings to devise indexes 
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of committee behavior and that this method could have wider 
application in a systematic study of legislative-executive 
relations. 

James E. Jernberg also used Content Analysis to 
study the interaction between several House Appropriations 
Subcommittees and five non-defense agencies under their 
control [Ref. 17]. His investigation sought to determine 
whether there was a relationship between the use of program 
terms in the presentation of budgets and supplementary 
information and the types of questions asked of agency 
representatives during the hearings. Jernberg stated that 
it would seem reasonable to expect that the types of 
questions asked by a committee would reflect their informa- 
tion orientation. The questions asked were originally coded 
into 37 categories, later reduced to four major categories: 
Program, Objects of Expenditure, Oversight of Administration, 
and Other. Jernberg concluded that, "the primary purpose of 
the appropriations hearings is to serve the subcommittee's 
search for confidence in the agency and in their own pre- 
dispositions. The subcommittee's need is to feel assured 
that either the amount requested is the appropriate amount 
to be Pent Gay, (OF that their previous patterns of behavior, 
(e.g. cut a little, grant request, or increase request) 
mould prevail” {Ref. 17, p. 111]. 

Using the technique of Content Analysis, Leo A. 
Lukenas analyzed the actions of the House Appropriations 


Committee in the area of Defense Procurement budget requests 
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aacing the period fiscal years 1970 through 1973 [Ref. 23]. 
Lukenas characterized the activity of the committee on the 
basis of the reasons given for its decisions on the indivi- 
dual line item elements of the Defense Procurement appropri- 
ation. The justification given for particular committee 
decisions were identified and assigned to one of seven 
categories of reasons. Lukenas' categories included: 

(1) Improper request, (2) Service adjustment, (3) Reduced 
requirement, (4) Financial adjustment, (5) Special subcom- 
mitee action, (6) No reason cited, and (7) Conformance with 
authorization. lLukenas concluded that most House Appropri- 
ations Committee decisions dealing with Defense Procurement 
during the period studied were fiscal in nature rather than 
programmatic. He also noted that the role played by the 
"Authorization Committees" seemed to show an increasingly 
more important impact on the budgetary process. 

Larry W. Blackmon applied Content Analysis to a 
greater extent than did Lukenas in his evaluation of the 
budgetary behavior of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
toward Defense Procurement in the fiscal vear 1968 - 1974 
timeframe [Ref. 4]. His purpose was to determine whether 
the Senate Armed Services Committee behaves in a fiscal 
manner — directing its efforts at improving defense manage- 
ment or efficiency, or whether it behaves in a programmatic 
manner — trying to shape the nation's defense policy. Like 
Lukenas, Blackmon chose the decision for budget changes as 


the unit of analysis most appropriate for coding in the 
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committee budgetary process. Committee reports were examined 
and the decisions given were ultimately placed into one of 
three major categories: (1) Programmatic, (2) Fiscal, or 

(3) Other. In summarizing his findings, Blackmon stated 

that the predominant behavior pattern of the committee 
appeared to be fiscal in nature, but that the overall trend 
of programmatic activity was one of a steadily increasing 
nature. He found that although the number of fiscal actions 
exceeded those of a programmatic nature by a factor of three, 
the absolute dollar value of the fiscal actions was 60% less 
[Ref. 4, pp. 39 & 43}. Blackmon also noted that Content 
Analysis had demonstrated to be a useful tool in determining 
the behavior of a specific committee and could prove to have 


wide applicability. 
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fit ow CONTENT ANALYSIS 


The following synopsis of Content Analysis (CA) was 
taken from Berelson [Ref. 2], Holsti [Ref. 16], and Lasswell, 


Leites and associates [Ref. 22]. 


pee DEFINITION 

Content Analysis as a research design is a plan for 
collecting and analyzing data in order to answer an investi- 
gator's questions. A good CA research design develops 
explicit procedures for selecting a sample of data for 
analysis, content categories and units to be placed into 
the categories, comparisons between categories, and the 
classes of inference which may be drawn from the data. [In 
short, a good CA design ensures that theory, data gathering, 
analysis, and interpretation are integrated. Other defini- 
tions of CA include the following: 

"Content Analysis is a multipurpose research method 

developed specifically for investigating any problem 

in which the content of communication serves as the 


basis of inference" [Ref. 16, p. 2]. 


"Content Analysis is the statistical semantics of 
political discourse" [Ref. 16, p. 2]. 


“Content Analysis 1S a research technique for the 
objective, systematic, and quantitative description 
of the manifest content of communications" [Ref. 2, 
pe LS]. 

B. ASSUMPTIONS AND PROBLEM FORMULATION 


When applying CA to a research problem, several assump- 


mreons mist be made. These include: (1) CA assumes that 
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inferences about the relationship between intent and content 
or between content and effect can validly be made. (2) CA 
assumes that study of the manifest content is meaningful. 
The content analyst assumes that the "meanings" which he 
ascribes to the content, by asSigning it to certain catego- 
ries, corresponds to the "meanings" intended by the commu- 
nicator and are understood by the audience. (3) CA assumes 
that the quantitative description of communication content 
is meaningful. This implies that the frequency of occur- 
rence of various characteristics of the content is itself 
an important factor in the communication process [Ref. 2, 
pepe LS-20). 

The need for a clearly formulated problem and for fully 
stated, dependent hypotheses is essential. In CA relatively 
few ideas are discovered in the actual process of analysis. 
The hit-or-miss method of analyzing "everything" in a body 
of content in the hope that "Something will turn up" is 
seldom productive, and is certainly uneconomical since CA 
can be a time consuming process. If the problem is not 
clarified to the point where several worthwhile hypotheses 
Or questions can be formulated, then the projected analysis 


Should be abandoned. 


ee DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS 
The two criteria of objectivity and a systematic approach 
imply that the investigator use well thought out rules and 


procedures. The use of an explicit set of rules minimizes 


38 








the possibility that the findings reflect the analyst's 
subjective predispositions rather than the content of the 
documents being studied. A systematic approach eliminates 
analyses in which only materials supporting the investigator's 
hypotheses are admitted as evidence. To distinguish it from 
Simple information indexing, CA must have theoretical 
relevance. All CA is concerned with comparison, the type of 
comparison being dictated by the investigator's theory. 
Content Analysis should also be quantitative. More impres- 
Sive results can be drawn if CA yields numerical data. 

Content Analysis proves useful when data accessibility 
1S a problem and the investigator's data are limited to 
documentary evidence or when restrictions of time and space 
do not permit direct access to the subjects of research. 

The analyst must be careful of his own intuition when using 
CA. While intuition may be important in some stages of 
research, especially in formulating the problem, it is not 

a substitute for objectivity or for the evidence present. 
Content Analysis will be useful whenever the problem requires 
precise and replicable methods for analyzing those attributes 
of documents which may escape casual scrutiny. 

In a CA framework, all communication is composed of six 
basic elements: a source or sender, an encoding process 
which results in a message, a channel of transmission, a 
detector or recipient of the message, and a decoding process. 
Figure 1 is a schematic representation of these six elements 


[Ref. 16, p. 25]. 
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Content Analysis 1S used most frequently to describe 
the attributes of messages. The investigator may compare 
documents derived from a single source in several ways 
including a comparison of messages over time, across 
different audiences or in different situations. Theories 
may also be tested by comparing the messages produced by 
two or more different sources. Usually the purpose is to 
relate theoretically significant attributes of communication 
to differences in the messages they produce. 

Coding in CA is the process whereby raw data are system- 
atically transformed and aggregated into units which permit 
precise descriptions of relevant content characteristics. 
The rules by which this transformation is accomplished serve 
as the operational link between the investigator's data and 
his theory and hypothesis. Coding rules are thus a central 
part of the research deSign. 

As equally important as coding rules are the categories 
into which the data is coded. Choice of categories, units 
of analysis, and systems of enumeration represent three 
interrelated decisions which every content analyst must make 
in light of his specific research problem. There is some- 
thing of a progression in the design of CA. The hypotheses 
derive from the nature of the problem and in a sense help 
to refine it. The general categories for analysis are 
contained in the hypotheses and they in turn are translated 
into concrete, specific indicators for purposes of the 


actual analysis. The actual results are then generalized 
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and applied to the level of the categories and thus consti- 
tute a test of the hypotheses under investigation. 

Content Analysis succeeds or fails based on its cate- 
gories. Some general principles of category construction 
include the following: (1) The most important requirement 
of categories is that they must adequately reflect the 
investigator's research question. The analyst must define 
clearly the variables he is dealing with and he must specify 
the indicators which determine whether a given content datum 
falls within the category. The analyst must decide on how 
fine are the distinctions he wishes to make within categories. 
Subdivisions within categories permit the analyst to make 
more comparisons. (2) The second general requirement — that 
categories be exhaustive — means that all relevant items in 
the sample of documents under study must be capable of being 
placed into a category. (3) The requirement of mutual exclu- 
Siveness stipulates that no content datum can be placed in 
more than a single category. (4) Independence of categories 
means that asSignment of any datum into a category not affect 
the classification of other data. (5) The rule that each 
category must be derived from a single classification 
principle stipulates that conceptually different levels 
of analysis must be kept separate. 

If possible categories should be standardized. The 
advantages of standardization are the same as in any area 


Of scholarship, namely that results may be compared across 
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studies and findings will tend to become cumulative. [In 
the absence of standard schemes of classification, the 
analyst is usually faced with the task of constructing appro- 
priate categories by trial and error methods. This process 
consists of moving back and forth from theory to data, 
testing the usefulness of tentative categories, and then 
modifying them in light of the data. Among the types of 
categories used frequently in CA research are the following 
examples: subject matter (most frequently used), direction, 
standards, values, ends and means, traits, and verbal 
interaction. 

In addition to defining the categories, the analyst must 
designate the recording units of analysis that will be 
placed in a given category. Almost all CA studies have used 
one of five units: (1) The single word or symbol is generally 
the smallest unit that has been used. (2) The theme, a 
Single assertion about some subject, is the most useful 
unit of CA. (3) The central character as recording unit 
has been used in studies of fiction, drama, movies, etc. 

(4) Sentence or paragraph structure has only been used 
sparingly. (5) The item 1s usually too broad a unit for 
most studies and has only been used occasionally. 

In deciding how to analyze his data and findings, the 
analyst must also choose the system of enumeration he will 
use. The most widely used method of measuring character- 
istics of content is frequency, in which every occurrence 


Of a given attitude is tallied. 
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Two other criteria of CA must be present —- reliability 
and validity. If research is to satisfy the requirement 
of objectivity, measures and procedures must be reliable, 
i.e. repeated measures with the same instrument on a given 
Sample of data should yield similar results. Opportunities 
for enhancing reliability in CA are generally restricted 
to improving categories. Category reliability depends 
upon the aneiigee ability to formulate categories "for 
which the empirical evidence is clear enough so that compe- 
tent judges will agree to a sufficiently high degree on 
which items of a certain population belong in the category 
and which do not" [Ref. 16, p. 136]. A solution to the 
problem of low reliability is the introduction of additional 
judges to broaden the base of consensus. Validity is usually 
defined as the extent to which an instrument is measuring 
what it 1S Supposed to measure. Choice of categories and 
content units similarly enhance or diminish the likelihood 
of valid inferences about the data. 

Also, most CA studies cannot escape making sampling 
decisions. Often the abundance of material is great and 
the analyst is restricted by time — he either obtains his 
data by sampling or does not obtain it at all. 

Content Analysis has proved to be a valuable research 
method in many areas of inquiry, however, three disciplines 
have accounted for approximately 75% of all CA research: 
Sociology-Anthropology (27.7%), General Communication 


wees) and Political Science (21.5%) [Ref. 16, p. 21]. 
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IV. APPROACH TO ANALYSIS 


A. METHODOLOGY 

As stated in the introductory chapter, the main purpose 
of this thesis was to determine the fiscal/programmatic 
orientation of Congress through an analysis of the Congres- 
Sional budgetary decisions affecting the Defense Budget. - 
The Congressional committees having the most direct impact 
on the Defense Budget and the committees evaluated were: 
the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, the House 
and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees on Department of 
Defense, and the House and Senate Committees on the Budget. 
The various Conference Committees of the House and Senate 
involved in the budgetary process were also included in the 
analysis. The specific portions of the Defense Budget 
chosen for evaluation were Procurement and Research, 
Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E). This study was 
limited to an analysis of the fiscal year 1976 and fiscal 
year 1977 Defense Budgets, the first two years covered by 
the new Congressional budgetary process as prescribed by 
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 
1974. The research technique employed was Content Analysis 
as defined and described in Chapter III. The methodology 
also built on that used by Lukenas and Blackmon [Refs. 23 & 4}. 
The specific steps followed were: (1) identification of 


documentary material that represent an accurate, explicit 
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indication of committee behavior, (2) isolation of some 
unit of analysis that can be categorized for further 
analysis, (3) development of appropriate categories for 

use with the unit of analysis, (4) coding and verification 
of categories, and (5) inferences based on the above 
processes [Ref. 4]. Also included in the methodology were 
the six basic elements of communication as described by 
Holsti: a source or sender, an encoding process which 
results in a message, a channel of transmission, a detector 


or recipient of the message, and a decoding process [Ref. 16]. 


B. DOCUMENTARY MATERIAL 

The primary data sources used for analysis were the 
published Reports of the House, Senate, and Conference 
Committees on Armed Services [Refs. 35 through 40], and the 
Reports of the House, Senate, and Conference Committees on 
Appropriations for the Department of Defense [Refs. 41 
through 46]. In the case of the House and Senate Budget 
Committees, the documents evaluated were the First and 
Second Concurrent Resolutions on the Budget [Refs. 47 through 
pis | . 

The Reports and Resolutions, which are published after 
the various committees hold hearings, conferences, and 
markup sesSions, are excellent summaries of the major actions 
taken and decisions made by the committees. Both the 
Reports and Resolutions are available to anyone with 
access to an official government depository such as the 


library of the Naval Postgraduate School. 
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Supplemental data sources included the Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac [Ref. 8] and Congressional Quarterly 


Weekly Reports [Ref. 9]. 


C. UNIT OF ANALYSIS AND DATA RECORDING 

After obtaining all documentary material, the next 
step in the methodology was to isolate and record some 
unit of analysis that could be further categorized and 
evaluated. The research of Lukenas and Blackmon [Refs. 23 
& 4] demonstrated that an appropriate unit of analysis was 
the "reasons given for committee decisions on individual 
line items." After an initial preview of the House and 
Senate Armed Services and Appropriations Committee Reports, 
it was decided to continue with this unit of analysis. A 
somewhat different approach had to be taken in evaluating 
the Resolutions of the Budget Committees. This approach 
will be described in the Summary of Findings chapter. 

An indepth analysis of the Reports for fiscal years 
1976 and 1977 was undertaken, and the committee decision for 
each individual weapon system or program (e.g. Condor Missile, 
B-l Bomber , Nuclear Strike Cruiser, XM-204 Howitzer, etc.) 
contained in the Procurement and RDT&E appropriation titles 
was recorded. A committee decision was defined to be the 
reason given for: (1) recommending full approval of funds 
requested, (2) changes in dollar amounts (+ and -) requested, 


(3) the deletion of an entire program, or (4) the occasional 
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restoration by the Senate Appropriations Committee of 
funds cut by the House Appropriations Committee. 

The individual recording of committee decisions was a 
time consuming process, but necessary for this type analy- 
sis. In all 829 committee decisions were recorded on work- 
sheets. The decisions were separated on the worksheets by 
committee and Procurement and RDT&E. It would be impracti- 
cal to list all 829 decisions here; however, several typical 
decisions and the worxsheet format used are illustrated in 
Appendix A. Even though the worksheet includes the par- 
ticular Service and the dollar amounts involved, no attempt 
was made to determine the most or least affected Service 


in a monetary sense. 


D. CATEGORY DEVELOPMENT 

The next step, and probably the most important, was the 
development of categories in which to place the units of 
analysis. The basic problem in the thesis was to determine 
if the various committees’ actions affecting the Defense 
Budget were fiscal or programmatic in nature. Therefore, 
the working hypotheses or final categories became Fiscal 
and Programmatic. The fundamental definition and structure 
for these two categories was taken from Korb [Ref. 21]. 

After recording and evaluating the committee decisions, 
14 original or subcategories were developed. During this 
subcategory development, particular attention was given to 
key words and phrases contained in the content of the 


committee's decision. 
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The final categories with their subcategories were 
defined as follows: 
1. Fiscal Category 

This category included those decisions that reflected 
committee efforts to eliminate waste and inefficiencies. 
The primary concern of the committee was to reduce Defense 
spending and this was often accomplished with percentage or 
across-the-board reductions. There was very little con- 
cern expressed for overall Defense policy or program 
composition. 

slp Geshe 

This subcategory included those systems that 

the committee considered to be not cost effective or economi- 
cal. Key words and phrases were "costly", "expensive", 
“system worth not equal to funds expended", "inexplainable 
costs", "cost growth", “cost overruns", “government and 
contractor cost estimates different." The committee was 
concerned with eliminating wastes and excesSive expenditures 
by prohibiting duplication of programs. The committee felt 
that a reduced funding level would be adequate. 

b. Improper Request 

This subcategory included requests that the 

committee felt were under the wrong title or line item. 
The committee could not determine a need or requirement for 
the funds requested. The requested percentage increase 


was too large in the committee's opinion. The committee 
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felt that it was improper to buy a new piece of equipment 
when a present one could be modified at a lower cost. The 
committee considered that funds requested were not required 
at this time since the system would not be procured until 
a subsequent fiscal year — reductions in this case were an 
attempt to reduce undesirable reprogramming actions. The 
committee determined that funds from a previous year had 
not been used and should be expended before more funds were 
approved. ; 

Cae Logram Management 

The committee felt that the management of the 
program contributed to waste and inefficient use of funds; 
consequently, a reduction was in order. The committee 
believed that better management would result in a more 
favorable price, cost, etc. 
2. Programmatic Category 

This category included those decisions that reflected 
committee efforts to shape Defense programs and specific 
weapons systems to conform to desired committee policies, 
goals, and directions concerning National Defense. The 
committee was less concerned with total spending and more 
concerned with strengthening the force structure, deter- 
mining the types and numbers of weapons svstems, increasing 
capabilities, improving technology, etc. 

a. Force Structure/Effectiveness 

This subcategory included those committee deci- 


Sions that expressed a concern for force level, structure, 
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effectiveness and readiness posture. Committee actions were 
often an atempt to influence particular inventory levels. 
b. Force Modernization 
The committee was genuinely concerned with 
force modernization and demonstrated an expressed desire 
for technically improving equipment considered obsolete or 
inadequate to meet a threat. 
c. Developmental 
Actions under this subcategory were an attempt 
by the committee to be able to make a decision based on a 
firm, unquestionable system; the committee wanted to be cer- 
tain as to what kind of system it was buying. Key words and 
phrases included "premature request", "development incomplete", 
"further study, testing, design, operational evaluation, etc. 
needed", "schedule slippages due to technical/developmental 
problems." The decisSion contained a committee preference 
as to system characteristics, specifications, engine manu- 
facturer, type, etc. 
dad. Planning/Justification 
The committee felt that the planned use for the 
system was incorrect. Also the Service had presented no or 
inadequate justification for the system. The expressed 
committee concern under this subcategory was for the system/ 
program itself,not the funds requested. The committee 


felt there was no requirement or need for the system.+ 


this subcategory was originally included under the 
Fiscal category but later changed to Programmatic after a 
verification process. 
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e. Tactical Program 
The committee felt that the system was needed 
to strengthen tactical capabilities. Committee decisions 
Rare motivated by the requirement to meet an opposing 
tactical threat. Often the committee stated that another 
system would satisfy the tactical requirement better than 
the system for which funds were requested. 
f. Strategic Program | 
Reasons given for decisions under this subcate- 
gory were very similar to the tactical subcategory only 
referred to as strategic in nature. Committee actions were 
attempts to improve strategic programs or strengthen 
Strategic capabilities. Several decisions were concerned 
specifically with affecting the strategic Triad: Missile 
Submarines, Bombers, and ICBM's. 
g. Foreign Policy 
The committee expressed a concern for the affects 
of Defense policy on international treaties, commitments, 
alliances and the perceived role of U.S. forces on the 
world scene. The committee desired to maintain an indepen- 
dent U. S. technological base regardless of NATO actions. 
Even though Congress supported NATO alliances, the committee 
would not approve actions that adversely affected U. S. 
Defense posture and capabilities. 
h. Congressional Policy 
The committee decision contained words directing 


that a particular Congressional procedure, policy, plan be 
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followed. The request for funds was in direct violation 
of an expressed policy of Congress. 
3. Other Category 
After recording all the committee decisions, it was 
determined that a third final category would be needed. 
Decisions in this category did not appear to represent true 
committee initiatives. This category was termed "Other" and 
included three subcategories. 
a. Department of Defense Action 
The committee's decision (usually reduction of 
funds or cancellation of program) was identical to some 
previous action taken or request made by DOD or one of the 
Services. 
b. Conforms to Authorization 
This subcategory applied to the Appropriations 
Committees. It was not possible to determine the House/ 
Senate Appropriations Committee fiscal/programmatic direction 
when the only reason given was "amount recommended conforms 
to authorization." 
c. No Reason 
Decisions were aSSigned to this subcategory when 
no reason waS given or it was impossible to determine the 
committee's fiscal/programmatic nature. Blackmon [Ref. 4] 
in his analysis of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
assumed a "worst case" and if no reason for a decision was 
given, it was coded as fiscal. Contrary to Blackmon and in 


Order to prevent any personal bias from entering the analysis, 
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this study coded "no reason" decisions under the Other 


category. 


Figure 2 illustrates the three final categories with 


their subcategories and the abbreviations used for coding. 


E. CODING AND VERIFICATION OF CATEGORIES 

The next step in the methodology was to code the units 
of analysis (committee decisions) using the subcategories 
and final categories developed. Initially the decisions 
given by the House and Senate Armed Services Committees on 
the Procurement and RDT&E titles for fiscal year 1976 were 
assigned to one of the original 14 subcategories. * Before 
proceeding with the coding of the remaining committee 
decisions, it was felt that the reliability and validity of 
the categories should be tested. This was accomplished 
through a verification process. 

A Category Verification sheet was prepared which included 
a brief synopsis of the fiscal/programmatic hypotheses and 
25 typical committee decisions. Seven persons disassociated 
with the analysis were briefed on the objective of the study, 
Content Analysis technique and the fiscal/programmatic 
hypotheses. These seven persons or independent judges were 
then given a verification sheet and asked to code the 


decisions as fiscal or programmatic. 


2appendix A also illustrates the coding process used 
on the worksheets. 
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For 20 out of 25 or 80% of the decisions there was 
total agreement between the author's original coding and the 
seven independent judges. For one of the decisions, five 
judges agreed with the original coding and two disagreed. 

On another of the decisions, six judges agreed with the 
original coding with only one in disagreement. The coding 
of these two decisions was considered to be in sufficient 
agreement with the original coding for the purposes of this 
study. This brought the total agreement in ceding to 22 
out of 25 decisions or 888%. 

An interesting thing occurred on the other three deci- 
Sions. For two of these decisions, six of the judges disa- 
greed with the original coding and one agreed. On the third 
decision, all seven judges disagreed with the original 
coding. These three decisions involved committee statements 
as to the justification, planning, need, or purpose for a 
system or program. Decisions such as these had originally 
been coded by the author as Fiscal under the Planning/ 
Justification subcategory. The verification process had 
indicated that a majority of independent judges considered 
these decisions to be Programmatic in nature. The original 
coding of these decisions was therefore changed from Fiscal 
to Programmatic. 

Upon completion of the verification process, it was felt 
that the reliability and validity of the categories had been 
proven sufficiently enough to code the remaining recorded 


decisions on the worksheets. 
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Appendix B illustrates the Verification Sheet format 
with the original coding, coding by the seven independent 


judges, and final coding of the 25 sample decisions. 
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V. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


A. FRAMEWORK FOR DISPLAY 

In order to draw inferences from the recorded deci- 
sions, some system of enumeration and display had to be 
developed. A table was prepared for each committee dis- 
playing the number of decisions coded as fiscal, programmatic, 
or other by fiscal year (FY) and appropriation title. A 
bar graph was also prepared for each committee showing the 
fiscal, programmatic and other categories as a percentage 


of the total committee decisions. 


B. HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 

The format of the House Armed Services Committee Report 
was well suited for application of the Content Analysis 
technique. Most of the decisions for the Procurement title 
were found in sections entitled "Discussion of Major Weapons 
Procurement Programs" or "Committee Comment On Specific 
Programs." The FY77 Report had a lengthy discussion of 
the Navy's Shipbuilding and Conversion programs. The RDT&E 
sections of the Reports were very well organized. Each 
individual weapons system or program was followed by 
paragraphs entitled "Committee Recommendation" and "Basis 


for Committee Action." 
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HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE DECISIONS 
Category 


Fiscal Programmatic Other Total 


Procurement 6 ae 0 18 
FY76 RDT&E Zak a) Lo Ze) 
Subtotal 27 20 0 47 
Procurement 4 20 0 24 
FY77 RDT&E 1g) 14 _0 30 
Subtotal 20 34 0 54 
Grandtotal 47 54 0 Ou 


Table 3 


The above table indicates that committee decisions regarding 
the Procurement title were more programmatic in both FY's. 
For the RDT&E title the committee was clearly more fiscal 

in FY76 but fairly evenly divided between fiscal/programmatic 
in FY77. Across both titles, the committee was slightly more 
fiscal in FY76 and more programmatic in FY77. Overall for 
the two year period, the committee's orientation was more 


programmatic by a percentage of 53.5 to 46.5. 


Committee Decisions By Category 
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Figure 3 
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C. SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 

The format of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
Report was the best of all the committees for applying 
Content Analysis. Programs under both the Procurement and 
RDT&E titles were separated by Service (e.g. Army Aircraft, 
Air Force Missiles, Navy Torpedoes, Army Tracked Combat 
Vehicles, etc.). Individual line item decisions in the 
Procurement title were found in sections entitled "Committee 
Recommendation for Changes." Line items in the RDT&E title 
contained paragraphs entitled "Committee Recommendations", 
"Background", "Committee Considerations", and "Basis for 


Committee Action." 


SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE DECISIONS 
Cacegony 


Fiscal Programmatic Other TOtwaul 


Procurement Uy: 16 1 34 
FY76 RDT&E _4 21 mee 26 
Subtotal Zi Bu Bs 60 
Procurement JL IE 13 1 25 
FY77 RDT&E HS: Zl _0 34 
Subtotal 24 oe! a 59 
Grandtotal 45 Fl. 3 119 


Table 4 


This table indicates that committee decisions in the 
Procurement title were almost evenly divided in both FY's. 
For RDT&E the committee was more programmatically oriented 

in each FY. Consequently, the committee displayed an overall 


programmatic orientation with a percentage of 59.7. 
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Committee Decisions By Category 
FY76 ~- FY77 
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Percentage of Total 
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Figure 4 


D. HOUSE/SENATE ARMED SERVICES CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 

The Procurement section of the Conference Committee 
Report followed the format of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee Report by separating programs according to 
Service; however, the RDT&E section did not. Neither sections 
of the Conference Report were as detailed as the individual 


committee Reports. 


CONFERENCE COMMITTEE DECISIONS 
Category 


Fiscal Programmatic Other Total 


Procurement 25 jes 9 43 
FY76 RDT&E 14 Ju me Je) 
Subtotal S34) Sue 0 78 
Procurement 9 17 6 B2 
FY77 RDT&E B) 2) we oie 
Subtotal 18 38 7 63 
Grandtotal 55 69 j2y) A 
Table 5 
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This table indicates that the Conference Committee decisions 
regarding the Procurement title were more fiscal in FY76 
and more programmatic in FY77. The RDT&E decisions were 
more programmatic in both years. Across both titles, the 
committee was more fiscal in FY76 but clearly more pro- 
grammatic in FY77. Overall the Conference Committee dis- 
played a programmatic orientation which coincided with the 
findings for the individual committees. More "no reason" 
decisions were found in the Conference Report than the 
individual committee Reports. This finding would tend to 
indicate that the Conference Committee engaged in less 
discussion and review of programs than the individual 
committees. 
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E. HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 

The House Appropriations Committee Report included 
decisions on many more programs than either of the Armed 
Services Committee Reports Since the Appropriations 
Committee also approves funds for programs that do not 
require authorization and review by the Armed Services 
Committees. Committee decisions in both the Procurement 
and RDT&E sections of the Report were separated by Service. 
Most decisions in the Procurement section were found in 
paragraphs entitled "Committee Recommendations." There 
was no special paragraph designation in the RDT&E section. 
The overall orientation of this committee differed from the 


previous committees, as can be seen in the following table. 


HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE DECISIONS 
Category 


Fiscal Programmatic Other Total 


Procurement Bt Salk 24 106 
FY76 RDT&E 62 38 Zo 23 
Subtotal 93 8 47 229 
Procurement 34 24 5 61 
FY77 RDT&E 28 24 & 58 
Subtotal 62 48 9 119 
Grandtotal 55 137 56 348 
Table 6 


The committee displayed more of a programmatic orientation 
toward the Procurement title in FY76; however, all other 


committee decisions were more fiscal in nature. Overall 
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the committee was more fiscal with a percentage of 44.5. 
It's interesting that the committee did not display even 
more of a fiscal orientation due to the following statement 
ZOund in an introductory section of the FY76 Report: "The 
committee does not recommend changes in the overall defense 
policies presented by Administration witnesses. The reduc- 
tions recommended are based on management improvements 

which the committee feels will both reduce waste and enhance 
our national security posture" [Ref. 43, p. 9]. Contrary 

to this statement, the committee did deal with policy issues 
and demonstrated a fairly strong programmatic nature. 
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F. SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
The Senate Appropriations Committee Report proved to 
be very difficult to work with and not well suited to the 


Content Analysis technique. Very little detail was given 
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in the Procurement and RDT&E sections concerning committee 
actions. The few specific reasons given were uSually found 
in an introductory section entitled “Items of Svecial 
Interest." The Senate Hearings on Department of Defense 
Appropriations for FY76 and FY77 were reviewed, but very 
little was found in the Hearings to disclose final committee 
decisions on specific programs. The Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac and Congressional Quarterly Weekly Reports were 
helpful in determining committee decisions on some major 
weapons systems. Due to the sketchy information, the 


Procurement and RDT&E titles are combined in the following 


table. 
SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE DECISIONS 
Cakegory 
Fiscal Programmatic Other Lota 

Procurement 2 6 2 10 
E76 and RDT&E 

Procurement 7 17 1 ZS 
a? and RDT&E 

Grandtotal 9 23 3 85 

Table 7 


ints Iimrtea Internation Lnadlcaces that the Senate 


Appropriations Committee was more programmatic in nature. 
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Committee Decisions By Category 
FY76 - FY77 
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Fiscal Programmatic Other 


Figure 7 


The Senate Appropriations Committee Report for FY76 
stated that the Subcommittee on Department of Defense 
Appropriations held 39 separate hearings between February 
12, 1975, and October 21, 1975, which produced 14,000 pages 
of transcript [Ref. 42, p. 10]. Likewise the Subcommittee 
on Department of Defense Appropriations for FY77 began 
hearings on February 2, 1976, and concluded them on June 
24, 1976, after 22 separate sessions producing 15,000 pages 
of transcript [Ref. 45, p. 8]. From this it would seem that 
the Senate Appropriations Committee spent a considerable 
amount of time and effort reviewing the Defense Budget. 
However, due to the very limited amount of information found 


in the Reports concerning committee decisions made on individual 
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programs, one would have to question the actual depth and 
extent of review to which the Defense Budget was subjected 
by this committee. As a matter of procedure, final review 
of the Defense Budget by the Senate Appropriations Committee 
usually occurs after budget formulation by the House and 
Senate Budget Committees, authorization action by the House 
and Senate Armed Services Committees and appropriation action 
by the House Appropriations Committee. It would appear from 
the data available that the Senate Appropriations Committee 
has allowed these other committees to take the initiative 
in making decisions on the Defense Budget and has taken a 
less active role in scrutinizing budget requests. | 
Traditionally the Senate Appropriations Committee has 
acted aS an appeals board for agencies which have had their 
budget requests reduced by the House Appropriations Committee. 
In both the FY76 and FY77 Reports, the Senate Appropriations 
Committee complimented the Department of Defense for the 
prompt manner in which it provided detailed appeals of 
House actions [Refs. 42 & 45, pp. 13 & 11]. Table 7 above 
contains 35 individual committee decisions. Twenty-six 
of these decisions were found in the committee Reports and 
the nine remaining decisions were obtained from the Congressional 
Quarterly Almanac. Of the 26 decisions found in the Reports, 
eight of these or 31% involved a Senate Appropriations 
Committee restoration of funds cut by the House Appropriations 
Committee. It can only be speculated as to how many fewer 


decisions would have been made by the Senate Appropriations 
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Committee if there had been no appeal action by the 


Department of Defense. 


G. HOUSE/SENATE APPROPRIATIONS CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 

There was not much data in the Conference Report with 
which to determine the fiscal/programmatic orientation of 
the Conference Committee. For most of the individual pro- 
grams, the content of the Report merely stated that the 
conferees had agreed on the House or Senate recommendation 
or had decided on some mutually acceptable budget amount, 
but gave no other reason for their decision. This would 
indicate that most of the Conference Committee decisions 
were some type of compromising action between the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees rather than being primarily 


fiscal or programmatic in nature. 


CONFERENCE COMMITTEE DECISIONS 


Category 
Fiscal Programmatic Other Total 
Procurement Z 3 20 Ze 
BY76 RDT&E 2) 4 22 ol 
Subtotal y y 42 56 
Procurement 6 S 10 Zolh 
FY77 RDT&E i é) 4 8 
SUDcOtar 7 8 14 29 
Grandtotal 14 1S 56 85 
Table 8 
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The above table suggests that for the programs for which a 
specific reason was given the Conference Committee was 
evenly divided between fiscal/programmatic. This is logical 
since the House Committee had been more fiscal and the 
Senate Committee more programmatic in thinking. The high 
incident of "no reason" decisions is evident from the 
melatively large numbers included under the Other category 
and also from Figure 8. Of the 56 decisions included under 
the Other category, 41 or 73% of them were coded as no 
reason. For the remaining 15 decisions in the Other cate- 
gory, the only reason given was that the budgeted amount 
conformed to authorization. This further suggests that 

not a great deal of discussion concerning the fiscal pro- 
grammatic aspects of most programs occurs during the Con- 
ference Committee sessions. 


Conference Committee Decisions By Category 
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H. COMMITTEES ON THE BUDGET 

As was mentioned earlier a different methodology was 
necessary in analyzing the Budget Committees. The Budget 
Committees deal with the Federal Budget on an aggregate or 
macro-economic level. They are concerned with overall 
federal revenues, deficits, the public debt, and budget 
authority and outlays. Beginning with the FY77 Federal 
Budget, the Budget Committees recommended budget amounts 
for 16 major functional categories such as National Defense, 
Agriculture, Commerce and Transportation, Health, etc. 

The Budget Committees do not break the Defense Budget 
down into appropriation titles such as Procurement and 
RDT&E. Neither do they specify recommended amounts for 
individual weapons systems and programs. Therefore in 
applying Content Analysis to the Budget Committees, it was 
not possible to use committee decisions on individual line 
items as the unit of analysis. After studying the content 
of the Resolutions, it was decided to record statements 
and comments found in the Resolutions which would suggest 
the fiscal/programmatic orientation of the particular committee. 
This procedure revealed, that in actual practice, the handling 
of the Defense Budget by the Budget Committees in FY76 and 
FY77 was more fiscal in nature, but there appears to be a 
strong potential for a future shift to a more programmatic 
orientation. Following are sample recorded statements 


for each committee. 
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1. House Budget Committee 
The following statements suggested a fiscal 
orientation in reference to National Defense: 


"Committee assumes financial adjustments which 
can be accomplished by use of funds available 
from prior years accounts, sale of equipment 
which does not need replacement to foreign 
governments, adjustment of stock fund balances, 
reduction in foreign military credit sales, and 
lower inflation rates than those contained in 
the President's budget based on latest pricing’ 
trends, .[Ret£. 47, p. 21). 


"Reductions in Defense area were mainly for 
following reasons: (1) there are sufficient 
funds within the total to support decisions, 
(2) result of revised inflation estimates, 
(3) financial adjustments" [Ref. 49, p. 4]. 


"The Committee recommends an overall reduction 

in the DOD budget of $1,324M in budget authority 
and $545M in budget outlays. The Committee did 
not consider individual line items in arriving 
at this estimate, but rather examined the rates 
of growth in purchase, inflation rates, and 

the large and growing unexpended balances 
currently available to the Department which 

may become available for transfer under existing 
procedures from appropriated purposes and used 
in lieu of new budget authority for funding 
programs proposed in the budget. To the extent 
that unobligated balances of prior-year funds 
cannot be identified in Significant amounts 
during the course of appropriation review, the 
national defense budget authority totals for 
fiscal year 1977 may have to be increased above 
the levels specified herein [Ref. 53, p. 31]. 


View of Hon. Robert N. Giaimo 


"My views of the situation, therefore, leads me 

to conclude that in this period of harsh 
budgetary constraints, the estimates for national 
defense will be adequate ..." [Ref. 47, p. 78]. 


"I want to express my concern about the amount of 
money allocated to the National Defense function. 
I think it is too high. I am convinced that 
$112B in one year is not justified. In my 
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opinion, we will set in motion a defense pro- 
curement rate that will be difficult to curb 
and control. That, in effect, will result in 
Waste amdeanerraciency (Ref. 53, p. 107]. 


Views of Hon. Elizabeth Holtzman 


"This resolution ... would commit the country to 
a massive and unjustified increase in military 
spending. This resolution contains wasteful and 
IieChETeMene Programs —[Rer. 53, p. 127]. 


"Rep. Holtzman complained that the new budget 
process was more an arithmetical exercise in 
toting up the requests of the President and 
actions of appropriations committees than it was 
a Congressional effort at setting national 
PistObRTeEles  NiRet. 8, p. 920]. 


The following comments suggested a potential for 


programmatic orientation by the House Budget Committee: 


Views of Several Minority Committee Members 


"We are concerned by the seemingly cavalier 
treatment accorded our national defense needs 

by the Committee. While we believe that some 
cuts can be legitimately supported, excess 

cuts in the defense program for reasons of 
short-term fiscal expediency are dangerous if 
they lead to significantly reduced readiness 

of our forces. The broad brush treatment given 
to program growth could result in unduly down- 
grading our defense effort" [Ref. 47, pp. 94-96]. 


Views of Hon. Robert L. Leggett 


Congressman Leggett referred to the need to review 
more closely individual programs such as B-l, F-16, 
F-18, Trident, Attack Helicopters, and Cruise 
Missiles [Ref. 53, p. 113]. 


Views of Hons. Burleson, Landrum, and Runnels 


These Congressmen spoke of need to review force 
structures, inventory levels, modernization of 

naval forces and balance between nuclear weapons 

and conventional weaponry. In referring to the above 
items they stated, "we strongly oppose any reductions 
in funding for our Nation's defense at this time" 
[Ref 53 p,. 119]. 
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2. Senate Budget Committee 
The following statements suggested a fiscal 


orientation. 


"In National Defense the first budget resolution 
sought implementation of administrative and 
legislative economies ..." [Ref. 57, p. 6]. 


"The Committee did not examine all of the major 
policy issues raised by the programs in this 
functional area (National Defense) in order to 
arrive at recommended outlay and budget authority 
limits" [Ref. 48, p. 44]. 


"The Budget Committee intends to meet its responsi- 
bility under the Budget Act to review congressional 
spending actions and recommend measures to reconcile 
revenue and spending actions with appropriate fiscal 
Policy si Ret. 48, p.. 3]. 


"The Committee is not persuaded by the arguments in 
the President's budget that 1976, a year of extra- 
ordinary fiscal strain, must be the year of major 
initiatives to expand or recoup foregone defense 
investment. The recommendations reflect an adjust- 
ment for a more realistic 10 percent rate of 
tartation’ (Ref. 48, p. 43]. 


"In general these functional totals are intended to 
represent broad priorities, and do not imply judge- 
ments as to the mix of programs which the authori- 
Zing committees and Appropriations Committee may 
subsequently wish to include within the established 
targets" [Ref. 54, p. 2]. 


Views of Senator Alan Cranston 


"Although there are numerous cases to be made, I do 
not believe the Budget Committee is the appropriate 
forum to debate the merits of particular weapon 
systems, foreign military sales, or other specifics. 
There is huge real growth in the defense budget 
request approved by the Budget Committee. I see no 
valid reason for it. I believe it should be cut by 
$3.5B from the level of the Committee Resolution" 
PREG. 545650. 120]. 
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The following statements suggested a potential for 
programmatic orientation by the Senate Budget Committee: 


"The Committee considered using a mission approach 
to assess the content of the defense budget. Such 
an approach would allow the total resources devoted 
to each major defense mission to be considered in 
light of foreign policy requirement and defense 
strategy. The Committee looks forward to working 
with the Armed Services and Appropriations 
Committees in developing such a mission framework" 
[Ref. 48, p. 44]. 


"The Committee voted unanimously to require the Defense 
Department to be prepared to discuss its fiscal 1978 
budget requests in terms of specific missions that 
would be accomplished and the relation of those 
missions to U.S. interests in the world at large and 
in various areas of the world. It is the Committee's 
judgement that without such mission oriented budget 
discussions, it is not possible effectively to 
analyze the relationship between military spending 
and U.S. objectives and other priorities" [Ref. 54, p. 3] 


"Mission area budgets will provide the Committee with 
a valuable tool for analyzing military activities 
and proposed purchases and comparing these proposals 
with military and foreign policy strategies and 
requirements" [Ref. 54, p. 21]. 


Views of Senators James L. Buckley and James A. McClure 


"The Budget Committee should avoid placing a rigid 
ceiling on the FY 1977 defense budget ... Rather, 
attention should be devoted to the FY 1978 defense 
budget for it is here that the Congress can have a 
direct influence over the entire composition of the 
U.S. defense posture. An opportunity would be 
provided to deliberate over the nature of U.S. foreign 
policy, commitments and the nature of the military 
forces we should deploy to support them. Long-range 
decisions could be taken which would provide the type 
of quidance which makes for intelligent defense 
planning ... Such long-term planning on the part of 
the Budget Committee would provide a smoother 
integration of effort with the responsive substantive 
committees (Armed Services and Defense Appropriations) 
... We believe the Budget Committee can bring about a 
vast improvement in governmental decisionmaking in 
defense and other areas by looking into longer term 
projections on which to base their annual 
recommendations" [Ref. 48, p. 152]. 
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Views of Senator Joseph R. Biden, Jr. 


"Our defense strategy and budget should be 
developed in the context of our foreign policy 

and security. Our foreign policy and our military 
force structure should be interrelated. During 
its deliberations the Committee has tried to probe 
the relationships between international events and 
the level of our armed forces with little success. 
Without such guidance, it is difficult to measure 
the true needs for defense. I hope the Committee 
will persist in its efforts" [Ref. 54, p. 134]. 
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VI. CONCLUSIONS 


A. FISCAL OR PROGRAMMATIC 

It would have to be concluded from this study that for 
the period FY76 - FY77 Congress, through its committee 
budgetary process, was fairly equally divided between a 
fiscal and programmatic orientation in relation to the 
Defense Budget. Overall the Armed Services and Appropria- 
tions Committees demonstrated a slightly more programmatic 
nature; however, the fiscal nature of the Budget Committees 
tends to balance out the overall Congressional fiscal/ 
programmatic orientation. 

Figure 9 combines all the recorded decisions of the 
Armed Services and Appropriations Committees and illus- 
trates the overall fiscal/programmatic orientation of 
these committees. 

Combined Committee Decisions By Category 
BY76 = FY77 


60 

30 45% 

40 39% 

510 

20 16% 
10 

0 


Percentage of Total 


Decisions aS a 


Fiscal Programmatic Other 


Figure 9 


76 








Figures 


bined Armed 


10 and 11, respectively, illustrate the com- 


Services and Appropriations Committee decisions 


by Procurement and RDT&E titles. 


Combined 


Decisions aS a 


Combined 


Decisions aS a 


Procurement Committee Decisions By Category 
FY76 - FY77 


ame 
ve) 
© 
2 60 
ee 459 
neeae os 
3 630 
WJ 
18% 
5 20 
LO 
@ 
a 0 
Fiscal Programmatic Other 
Figure 10 
RDT&E Committee Decisions By Category 
BMG = EPY77 
a4 
© 
aS 
O 
eH 
uy 
O 
w 
m 
© 
4J 
c 
@ 
U 
wy 
i) 
A, 





Fiscal Programmatic Other 


Figure ll 


Wa 








Figure 12 shows the distribution of the combine‘ 

Armed Services and Appropriations Committee decisio 
subcategories used in the Content Analysis.> 

It can be noted from Figure 12 that if Blackmon's 
[Ref. 4] criteria of coding "no reason" decisions as fiscal 
were applied, the overall orientation of the committees 
would shift to Fiscal — 50%, Programmatic — 44%, and 
Other — 6%. 

This study supports Lukenas' [Ref. 23] finding that the 
House Appropriations Committee is predominately fiscal in 
nature. Blackmon [Ref. 4] in his study of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee concluded that the orientation of the 
committee was primarily fiscal, but the overall trend of 
programmatic activity was one of a steadily increasing 
nature. This study found that the Senate Armed Services 
Committee was more programmatic which would tend to support 
the increasing programmatic nature of Blackmon's finding. 

In the ever changing role of Congress it could be 
assumed from this study that Congress has reached a fairly 
Stable fiscal/programmatic level in dealing with the Defense 


Budget. Congress is still keenly concerned with eliminating 


the total percentages for the Programmatic and Other 
Categories in Figure 12 are different from those shown in 
Figure 9 due to rounding. 
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waste and reducing spending, but is also beginning to g 
more of a desire to influence overall Defense policy ar 
individual program goals. This study suggests that wit- 
nesses testifying before Congress on the Defense Budget 
must be thoroughly familiar with both fiscal and programmatic 
aspects of a weapons system or program. These witnesses 
must be able to support and defend all cost elements as 
well as being able to explain how a program affects force 
readiness, inventory levels, and the requirement for the 
weapons system to meet any present or perceived enemy 
threats. 

B. IMPACT OF CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET AND IMPOUNDMENT 

CONTROL ACT OF 1974 

Probably the greatest impact of the Budget Act is the 
general feeling that Congress has regained some of its 
lost power over the federal purse. Through passage of the 
First and Second Concurrent Resolutions on the Budget, the 
Budget Committees establish overall targets and ceilings 
to guide the other committees as they consider requests 
for funding. Neither house of Congress may take any action 
which will cause spending to exceed the budgeted level. 

The impact of the Budget Committees was clearly demon- 
strated on August 1, 1975 when Senator Edmund S. Muskie, 
Chairman of the Senate Budget Committee, succeeded in having 
the Armed Services Committee Conference Report on the FY76 


Budget rejected on the Senate floor by a vote of 42 - 48. 
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The Report, said Muskie, "will inevitably bust the budget 
target for national defense" [Ref. 8, p. 365]. Senator 
John C. Stennis, Chairman of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, said that it would be "unthinkable" to send the 
committees back to conference; but that is exactly what 
happened. A second Conference Report was presented and 
finally approved by the Senate on September 26, 1975 

ihe: .. 8) p. 378]. 

The House Appropriations Committee expressed the 
influence of the Budget Act through the following state- 
ment: "The Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 increased the role of the Congress in budget 
and fiscal policy making and required additional attention 
to total federal spending. Because the Defense Department 
budget accounts for a Significant part of all Federal 
expenditures, the Committee was especially careful to 
assess the results of its recommendations on DOD budget 
Beclays" [Ref. 41, p. 13]. 

The House Armed Services Committee also expressed con- 
cern for the new budget procedures: "To make the necessary 
detailed recommendations to the Budget Committee this year, 
the Committee on Armed Services has had to examine the 
total Defense budget request more extensively than in the 
past. The committee 1s recommending a revision of proce- 
dures next year which will require annual authorization 
prior to appropriation for all military functions adminis- 


tered by the Department of Defense" [Ref. 38, pp. 14-15]. 
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All provisions of the new budgetary timetable were not 
fully implemented until processing of the FY77 Budget; 
however, several committees felt the "pinch" of the 
timetable in both FY76 and FY77. Following are several 
comments indicating this: 

FY76 Armed Services Committee 


"For the first time this year, the committee had 

to work within the procedures established by 

the CongresSional Budget Act of 1974. The 
committee substantially met the deadline of 

May 15 for reporting the military authorization 
bill, although it required a great deal of 

effort and compression of schedule" [Ref. 36, p. 4]. 


FY77 Armed Services Committee 


"The committee met the deadline of May 15 for 
Eeporting the military authorization bill, 
although it was very difficult and required a 
great deal of intense effort. In particular, 
the committee had to mark up prior to the final 
passage of the Congressional Budget Resolution 
and therefore wihout full knowledge of the 
final Defense Budget targets. The schedule set 
forth in the Congressional Budget Act is diffi- 
cult to maintain and ought to be reviewed" 
[Repemes9, pp. 6-7]. 


FY77 House Appropriations Committee 

"The accelerated appropriation bill schedule man- 

dated by the Budget Control Act precluded the 

Committee from waiting for final authorization 

action before marking up the Defense Appropria- 

tion Bill. There are probably programs for 

which the Committee is recommending funds 

which will not be authorized" [Ref. 44, pp. 4-5]. 

The FY76 Defense Appropriation Bill was not signed by 
the President until February 10, 1976, a date considerably 
after the start of the fiscal year on July 1, 1975. Con- 


gress successfully met its new timetable in 1976 and 
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completed action on the FY77 Defense Appropriation Bill 
on September 13, 1976, prior to the start of the new fiscal 
year on October 1, 1976. The Bill was signed by the Presi- 
dent on September 22, 1976 [Ref. 9, p. 2629]. This was 
the first time in years that a Defense Appropriation Bill 
had been passed prior to the start of the fiscal year. 
It will be interesting to observe if Congress can continue 
to meet its established budgetary timeframes. 

The Congressional Budget Office was created with 
high expectations; however, the Congressional Quarterly 
Weekly reported on June 5, 1976 that "in its year and a 
half of existence, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) 
has lived up to almost none of these expectations" [Ref. 
9, p. 1430]. Nevertheless an impact of the CBO will be 
felt by the Defense Department. A newspaper article in 
the San Jose Mercury on December 30, 1976, gives an example 
of the impact of the CBO on the Defense establishment. It 
stated, "The Congressional Budget Office suggested Wednes- 
day that the Army was buying the wrong type of helicopter 
and planning to form the wrong kind of division if it is 
expected to fight a short, intense war in Europe. The CBO 
Study said Congress must re-examine some of the expensive 
weapons procurement plans of the Army" [Ref. 1]. The CBO 
could prove to be a strong influence on Congress as it 


makes its decisions concerning the Defense Budget. 
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C. AREAS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
This study was only a small part of the continuing 
effort to observe the changing role of Congress as it 
acts to shape Defense policy. It was suggested that Con- 
gress has reached somewhat of an equilibrium in its fiscal/ 
programmatic orientation. Future studies of individual 
committees as well as Congress aS a whole will be needed 
to determine if this trend will continue or eueonaress 
will shift to a more heavily fiscal or programmatic nature. 
It will be interesting to study Congress' handling of 
mission area budgets beginning with the FY79 Defense Budget. 
The present and future impact of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 was only briefly 
analyzed in this thesis. Further research on the signifi- 
cance of the Budget Committees and other provisions of 
this Act will be needed. Studies should be conducted on 
the Congressional Budget Office and individual committee 
staffs to determine the influence of these support activi- 


tiles on the budgetary process. 
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